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RESPONSE OF SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY (U 338-E) TO 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE'S COMMENTS AND LEGAL BRIEFS ON MARKET 

ADVISORY COMMITTEE REPORT

Pursuant to the Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Requesting Comments and Legal 

Briefing on Market Advisory Committee Report and Notice of En Banc Hearing, issued July 19, 

2007 (“Ruling”), Southern California Edison Company (“SCE”) submits the following responses 

to the questions posed by the Ruling.  SCE appreciates the willingness of the California Public 

Utilities Commission (“CPUC”) to consider the deliverer/first seller (“First Seller”) approach set 

forth by the California Market Advisory Committee’s Recommendations for Designing a 

Greenhouse Gas Cap-and-Trade System for California.  SCE looks forward to engaging the 

CPUC and other parties on the merits of this approach as opposed to a load-based system.  As 

the CPUC will find in reviewing SCE’s responses on questions regarding general policy, 

implementation, and legal issues associated with the First Seller approach, this approach is in 
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many ways preferable to a load-based approach.  However, SCE recognizes that both approaches 

are novel and legally untested.  It therefore urges the CPUC to consider carefully the risks and 

benefits of each option.

A. Responses to General Questions

1. Is the above description of this deliverer/first-seller approach accurate?  Comment on 

whether you agree with this description, and if not, explain how the first-seller 

approach should be described differently and why?

SCE generally agrees with the description of the First Seller approach described in 

Section 3.A of the Ruling.  However, Section 3.A requires some clarification.  In that section, the 

first seller of power imported into California is currently defined as, “the entity that first delivers 

electricity at a point of delivery within California.”  In certain cases, a California Balancing 

Authority may control a small portion of transmission that is physically located outside of the 

state and thus have a delivery point outside of the state.  For simplicity and accuracy, the “point 

of delivery within California” should be defined as the first delivery point for which the 

Balancing Authority1 is a California entity.2

SCE recommends that the definition in Section 3.A of the Ruling be modified as follows: 

1  Currently, there are eight Balancing Authorities either contained within or having a portion of their control area 
within California.  They are:  California Independent System Operator (“CAISO”), Los Angeles Department of 
Water and Power, Imperial Irrigation District, Sacramento Municipal Utility District, Turlock Irrigation District, 
PacifiCorp, Sierra Pacific Power Company, and Western Area Power Authority—Lower Colorado River. 

2  It is possible that there will be some practical impediments to this approach and as such, SCE recommends that 
a technical working group be convened to identify the capability of E-Tags or other data to identify the 
importing of power into California. 
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(b) for imported power, the first seller is the entity that first delivers electricity at a point 

of delivery within a California Balancing Authority (also commonly referred to as a 

“control area”). 

2. For imports, who has ownership of electricity when it enters California?  Is the 

“Purchasing/Selling Entity” (on the North American Electric Reliability Corporation 

(NERC) E-tag) listed at the first Point of Delivery in California the deliverer/first-

seller?  If this is generally the case, are there any exceptions?

SCE notes that the current purpose of the North American Electric Reliability Council 

(“NERC”) E-Tag is to maintain grid reliability and not to determine who has legal title to 

electricity at each point in a commercial transaction.  However, the E-Tag identifies the 

Purchasing/Selling Entity (“PSE”) as the entity responsible for the power at a particular point or 

portion of the physical scheduling path.  This responsibility is analogous to “ownership,” 

especially since electricity is an instantaneous commodity and the “transfer of title” during a 

series of commercial transactions happens instantaneously.  For this reason, SCE suggests that 

the PSE identified in the E-Tag at a particular point should be deemed the “owner” of the 

electricity at such point for purposes of establishing GHG responsibility.  Thus, the PSE listed on 

the E-Tag at the first point of delivery for electricity imported into a California Balancing 

Authority would be deemed to have ownership of the imported electricity.  SCE is not aware of, 

nor is it proposing, any exceptions to this proposition. 

SCE understands that each entity identified as the PSE on the E-Tag receives a copy of 

the E-Tag.  Although the E-Tag process currently may not have a well-defined dispute resolution 

mechanism that would allow PSEs to dispute being tagged as the first seller (e.g., due to an 
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error), the California Air Resources Board (“CARB”) can easily institute a dispute resolution 

process for the purpose of implementing Assembly Bill (“AB”) 32. 

Two other complications that arise infrequently in connection with the use of E-Tags can 

be resolved administratively upfront.  First, some E-Tags for imports into California may not list 

a California Balancing Authority in the scheduling entities column.  In these rare cases, an 

evaluator would need to look to the control area column of the E-Tag to determine the point at 

which the transaction enters into a California Balancing Authority.  This row of data will have an 

associated PSE and that entity would be the First Seller for greenhouse gas (“GHG”) purposes.

Second, in some transactions (known as “wheel-throughs”) electricity enters and leaves 

California.  In these transactions the energy is neither produced nor consumed in California.  

Therefore, the GHG emissions associated with wheel-through transactions should not be 

attributed to California.  However, it is also possible for electricity to enter, leave, and then re-

enter California, all on the same E-Tag.  This type of transaction can be easily administered.  In 

that case, the First Seller would be identified as the PSE associated with the last entry, instead of 

the first entry, relative to the electricity’s entrance into a California Balancing Authority. 

3. Are there any inter-balancing Authority imports not accounted for by E-tags? If so, 

describe these instances and explain how these imports can be accounted for. 

To SCE’s knowledge, all inter-balancing Authority imports are accounted for by E-Tags. 

4. What agency could/would identify importing contractual parties?  Is there already a 

state or federal official compilation of these market participants? 

SCE is not aware of any agency that currently could identify the contractual 

counterparties involved in energy import transactions, nor is SCE aware of any current state or 

federal compilation of such market participants.  However, NERC E-Tags capture each 
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electricity transaction in which electricity crosses a Balancing Authority.  Each E-Tag is 

submitted to the relevant Balancing Authorities for approval, as well as to the Western 

Electricity Coordination Council (“WECC”) for all transactions between Balancing Authorities 

that are WECC members.  CARB can obtain E-Tag information from WECC or from the 

individual California Balancing Authorities, if they also maintain such databases. 

5. Could the deliverer/first-seller be identified by means other than the NERC E-tag?  If 

so, please explain.

It may be possible to identify the First Seller from energy schedules information retained 

by each Balancing Authority for all transactions between Balancing Authorities.  The CPUC 

should explore this option with California Balancing Authorities. 

6. How would a deliverer/first-seller system deal with power marketers and brokers? 

For imported power under the First Seller approach, a power marketer or broker would 

be treated the same as any other entity identified as the PSE responsible for a transaction at the 

first point of contact with a California Balancing Authority.  To the extent that a marketer or 

broker is the First Seller of an import, as identified by an E-Tag, that entity would then be 

responsible for the GHG associated with such transaction.

For transactions involving in-state California generation, the marketer or broker is 

irrelevant for GHG purposes because the generator producing the power would be responsible 

for the GHG emissions under a First Seller approach.  Any further change in ownership of the 

energy after the source generator is not relevant for GHG reporting purposes under a First Seller 

system.  It is worth noting that the implementation of a GHG cap-and-trade program can have an 

impact on marketer and broker activities.  This impact is much more significant under a load-

based approach.  Simply put, the issue is that brokered exchanges match buyers and sellers 
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blindly based upon limited criteria (those criteria include authorized counterparties, quantities, 

and prices).  The purchaser of power in the brokered transaction is not aware of the 

counterparty’s identity nor the resource/GHG profile associated with the power.  Typically, such 

energy commodity transactions would be unspecified-source transactions, and default emissions 

factors would have to be defined.  Under a load-based approach, the impact is much more 

significant because all in-state brokered transactions (e.g., at hubs such as SP-15 and NP-15) 

would have to be assigned a default emissions factor, whereas this is not the case for the First 

Seller approach.  Under a First Seller approach, there is no need to track in-state brokered 

transactions at all because the energy and GHG emissions are captured upstream, either at the 

generator for in-state sources or at the point of importation into California for imports.  For 

imports, brokered transactions generally take place at hubs outside California (such as the Palo 

Verde hub).  Only when the energy purchased outside California is imported as unspecified-

source energy into California for consumption does it need to be captured by California’s GHG 

regulations.  Thus, for such out-of-state brokered transactions in which the energy is imported in 

California, default emissions factors need to be assigned under both a load-based and a First 

Seller approach.  However, once the energy is imported into California, there is another 

significant difference between the First Seller and load-based approach depending on whether 

the importer is a load serving entity (LSE) or a marketer. 

Under the First Seller approach the identity of the importer makes no difference (because 

the GHG emissions are always captured at the point of import), but under a load-based approach, 

the identity is critical.  Under a load-based approach, if the importer is an LSE, the emissions are 

captured at the point of import.  However, if the importer is a marketer, the emissions are not 

captured then, but only when there is an eventual sale to an LSE.  Because this sale can take 
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place in several forms (e.g., a brokered transaction in NP-15 or SP-15, a sale through the 

California Independent System Operator’s (CAISO’s) day-ahead or real-time market, or an 

export followed by an import and a sale to an LSE), several possible default emissions factors 

may ultimately apply under the load-based approach.  Thus, under a load-based approach not all 

importers are treated the same, which amounts to discriminatory treatment.  This discriminatory 

treatment for different importers may create additional legal issues for the load-based approach 

compared to the First Seller. 

7. How would treatment of imports differ in a deliverer/first-seller system compared to a 

load-based approach? 

The primary benefit of the First Seller approach is that the linkage between an import and 

the responsible entity is direct.  Under the First Seller approach, the identity of the responsible 

entity is determined at the location of the import.  In contrast to the direct linkage under the First 

Seller approach, the imported energy under a load-based approach could pass through many 

entities and ultimately ends up as unspecified energy in a clearing market.  It could then be sold 

to unknown parties to serve load.  The lack of direct link between imported energy and the 

concomitant lack of GHG emission coverage accountability is one of the major failings of the 

load-based approach.  To counter this failing of the load-based approach, a method is needed to 

identify not only the amount of GHG attributable to the imported energy but also the 

identification of the eventual LSE.  Designing such a method is an administratively burdensome 

task and ultimately is subject to substantial opportunities and large incentives for gaming. 

SCE notes that either approach requires an estimate of the GHG profile of the generating 

unit for non-resource specific imports.  The First Seller approach might be able to provide more 
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accurate data about the GHG profile of the imported resource because the GHG emissions are 

accounted for at the point of import. 

8. To sum up your answers to the previous questions, provide a succinct but complete 

definition that identifies, for each way in which electricity could be delivered to the 

California grid, the entities that would be responsible for compliance with AB 32 

regulations under a deliverer/first-seller approach. 

SCE developed a matrix identifying how power is produced within or imported into 

California.  For each scenario, SCE identified the entity designated as the First Seller.  This 

matrix, a description of the “rules” for First Sellers, and some examples are attached hereto as 

Appendix A. 

As with any new process, subject matter experts will identify additional issues in the 

implementation of the First Seller approach to cap-and-trade in the electricity sector.  SCE 

recommends the CPUC form a technical working group and convene a technical workshop as 

soon as practicable to address the implementation issues described herein, including utilizing E-

Tags as the mechanism for identifying the First Seller for GHG purposes.

B. Responses to General Policy Questions

9. Compare and contrast the environmental integrity of a deliverer/first-seller and a 

load-based approach.  How would a First Seller approach address leakage?  How 

would a delivered/first-seller approach address contract shuffling? 

Leakage will be a problem in any California-only approach to regulating GHG emissions 

because of the interdependency of California in the western grid.  However, with respect to 

imported energy the First Seller approach is much less susceptible to gaming than the load-based 

approach.  It therefore offers higher environmental integrity.  The First Seller approach offers a 
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decided advantage when dealing with leakage and contract shuffling issues with respect to 

imported energy.  The following example shows how contract shuffling can occur for imported 

energy under either approach.  A California LSE with an existing contract for power from an 

out-of-state “high carbon” resource could arrange to swap that power with an out-of-state market 

participant that has a contract for “clean” power.  Under a load-based approach, the California 

LSE would not have to submit any emission allowances for the imported power because it came 

from a clean resource.  Similarly, under a First Seller approach, the entity to take the delivery of 

the power (the First Seller) would not have to submit any emission allowances for the same 

reason.  The net impact in this case is the same under both approaches.  What will alter the 

decision to shuffle contracts will be the market price signal for each approach. 

In the example above, under both the First Seller and load-based approaches, the out-of-

state market participant could charge a premium for the “clean” power because it has more value 

to a California LSE.  This would internalize the costs of emissions to a degree and would tend to 

reduce leakage.  These market price signals should be the same under both the First Seller 

approach and load-based approach.

However, consider another example in which a “higher carbon” out-of-state generator 

sells to an in-state marketer, who then resells to an LSE.  Under a load-based cap system, the 

transaction would look like an undetermined in-state source, and it would have an emission rate 

assigned to it that would be lower than its actual emissions, thus contributing to leakage.  In this 

same case, under a First Seller approach, the seller of the “higher carbon” power would incur 

emissions costs based on the specific sources that it would internalize in the selling price, fully 

accounting for the associated GHG emissions and minimizing leakage.  Thus, under this 

scenario, the First Seller approach would better address leakage. 
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Furthermore, under a load-based cap, sales from “higher carbon” generators into the 

CAISO will not have their emissions fully captured unless they are marginal units, and even 

then, only if the actual marginal unit and not a pre-determined proxy is used for CAISO market 

emissions. 

Under a First Seller approach, all in-state generators will assume responsibility for their 

emissions.  In-state generator bids in the CAISO’s markets will internalize these costs.  Identified 

out-of-state generators become responsible for their specific emissions when they bring power 

into the state for sales to the CAISO.  At that point, they too would internalize the emissions cost 

into their bid.  An assumed emission rate is assigned to unidentified out-of-state generation under 

both the load-based and the First Seller approaches. 

However, with respect to in-state generation, the First Seller approach is less susceptible 

to problems of contract shuffling and gaming than a load-based approach.  Under the First Seller 

approach, a California generator cannot evade responsibility for emissions by disguising the 

nature of its output as an unspecified source product or by exporting its output outside of 

California and simultaneously importing power from a “clean” source outside California.  

Instead, the First Seller approach captures in-state generation at the source, making the final 

point of delivery of that energy irrelevant.  Thus, the First Seller approach has an advantage over 

the load-based approach in addressing contract shuffling with respect to California generation.3

10. Would the scale of possible emissions leakage or contract shuffling differ under the 

deliverer/first-seller approach compared to a load-based approach?

3 As noted above, the First Seller approach also has an advantage when it comes to imports into California by 
marketers, since a load-based approach does not capture these imports at the location of the importation. 
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Under either approach, market participants will have the ability to engage in contract 

shuffling or other transactions designed to subvert the goals of AB 32, resulting in the leakage of 

GHG emissions.  However, the First Seller approach is less susceptible to the problems of 

contract shuffling and gaming compared to the load-based approach.  As described above, the 

scale of possible emissions leakage or contract shuffling would be similar under the First Seller 

approach and a load-based approach with regard to imported energy from an indeterminate 

source, provided the entity importing the power is an LSE, not a marketer.  However, there are 

greater leakage concerns associated with direct sales to the CAISO and for imported power sold 

through a marketer under a load-based approach.  In addition, with respect to in-state generation 

and imports by marketers, the load-based approach is more susceptible to problems of contract 

shuffling and gaming compared to the First Seller approach.

11. Is there any advantage to applying the deliverer/first-seller approach to reporting 

only, while having the retail providers be the point of regulation (as with load-based)?  

Why or why not?

SCE does not see any advantage to applying one approach (i.e., First Seller approach) to 

reporting and a different approach to the point of regulation (i.e., load-based approach).  One of 

the criteria for evaluating the reporting protocol is simplicity. Using different approaches for 

reporting and regulation does not meet the criteria of simplicity and will only further complicate 

the difficult task of compliance with AB 32. The California energy market is a complex web of 

transactions that are not always transparent.  Accounting and tracking emissions will be a 

difficult task under either a First Seller or a load-based approach, although as previously 

discussed, the First Seller approach will likely result in more accurate and straightforward 
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reporting.  Requiring market participants and the state agencies to track emissions using both 

approaches effectively doubles parties’ efforts with no apparent benefit.

12. Compare and contrast the deliverer/first-seller and load-based approaches in terms of 

their impacts on electricity prices, costs, and reliability for consumers.

The minimization of unintended consequences is another criterion identified by the Joint 

California Public Utilities Commission and California Energy Commission Staff Proposal for an 

Electricity Retail Provider GHG Reporting Protocol (“Staff Proposal”) for choosing among 

various reporting protocols. “The reporting method should not distort the electricity markets by 

causing retail providers to make non-optimal resource choices.”4  The load-based approach does 

not satisfy this criterion.

As discussed below, a load-based approach, like the one set forth in the Staff Proposal, 

will likely result in negative financial and reliability consequences in market transactions that 

would not otherwise occur under a First Seller approach.  The market distortions created by a 

load-based approach will cause clean resources to favor bilateral contracts over selling to the 

market (e.g., a broker or the CAISO).  Bifurcating supply between bilateral arrangements with 

LSEs and the CAISO market will lead to reduced liquidity in the CAISO market and that, in 

turn, could affect system reliability. 

It is important to note that under a load-based and First Seller approach, the emissions 

costs to an LSE will be the same.  As shown in the figure below, the total cost to the LSE is the 

same under either scenario.5  The difference between these approaches is how the market 

responds to GHG emissions regulations in terms of bidding behavior.  To better understand the 

4  Staff Proposal at 7. 
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market distortions caused by a load-based approach, a closer examination of the economic 

features between load-based and First Seller approaches is required. 

First, consider transactions entered into by a non-LSE generator under a load-based approach.

The generator sees no change in market prices, as seen in the figure above, because prices will 

still be set at the marginal cost of generation.  The generator also does not incur increased costs 

because the LSE is responsible for the cost of emissions.  However, a “clean” generator can 

provide value to an LSE subject to a load-based approach because the LSE will not incur any 

additional emissions costs for the clean power.6  The LSE will be willing to pay a premium over 

the market clearing price to the clean generator.  The opposite is true for a “high carbon” 

generator, who will have to sell at a discount relative to the market clearing price.  Therefore, 

“clean” generators have a financial incentive to enter into bilateral contracts with an LSE as 

opposed to selling to the market.  Such transactions introduce the potential for market distortion. 

Continued from the previous page
5  The resource costs in the figure represent only the LSE’s variable costs for the resource types in the illustrative 

example depicted. 
6  For the purposes of this discussion, “clean” can be considered as a resource with no emissions.  In fact, the 

same incentives hold true for any resource with lower emissions than those associated with a market purchase. 
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Under a First Seller approach, emission costs are internalized for generators (see the 

figure above), and the market clearing price reflects this economic adjustment.  Regardless of 

how “clean” or “high carbon” a generator is, it will receive the market clearing price.  In such a 

scenario, there is no incentive (or disincentive) for the generator to enter into a bilateral 

agreement with an LSE and therefore no potential for resulting market distortions.  It is 

important to note that the total costs an LSE incurs in either case is represented by the shaded 

sections in the figure above, with the gray areas illustrating the operating costs, and the hatched 

areas representing the emissions costs that either increase the direct cost to the LSE (under a 

load-based approach) or increase the market purchase cost to the LSE (under a First Seller 

approach).  The total cost the LSE would incur and pass on to retail customers in either a load-

based or First Seller approach is the same. 

In summary, a First Seller approach results in direct internalization of emissions costs in 

a manner that should not substantially alter how parties transact bilaterally or in markets.  A 

load-based approach will distort the market by fundamentally altering the economics of trades 

between bilateral transactions and markets.  In doing so, potential threats to the reliability and 

efficiency goals of MRTU will need to be carefully considered as discussed in greater detail 

below.  If some parties, such as “clean” resources that cannot receive their full value from 

CAISO markets, are no longer willing to provide power through such markets, this may deprive 

the CAISO of access to dispatch of these resources for reliability purposes (except in emergency 

conditions).  Furthermore, as explained below, a load-based approach will also reduce the ability 

of MRTU’s optimal dispatch from reaching an efficient outcome, since a substantial set of 

resource alternatives (through bids from clean resources) are likely to be replaced with self-

schedules by these resources to ensure their operation is consistent with bilateral contract terms. 
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13. Would a deliverer/first-seller approach and a load-based approach have different 

impacts on wholesale power prices?  Which would result in higher prices?  Why?  Is 

this good or bad?

A First Seller approach would likely result in higher wholesale prices than a load-based 

approach, but both approaches would yield the same retail price.  The change in wholesale prices 

is neither “good” nor “bad” from the ratepayer’s perspective because retail prices would remain 

the same under either approach.  Retail prices do not change because GHG emissions costs and 

operating costs are the same under both approaches (see graph above). The difference is that 

under a First Seller approach the generator will internalize the cost of emissions and increase 

market bids.  Under a load-based approach, generator bids do not change and the LSE is 

responsible for the cost of emissions.  However, under both scenarios these costs are the same 

and are accounted for in retail prices.  See the response to Question No. 12 for more details. 

14. What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on long-term investment in 

low-GHG emitting generation technologies?  Is this better or worse than under a load-

based cap?  Why?

The First Seller approach will result in greater encouragement of long-term investments 

in “clean” generation compared to the load-based approach.  Under a load-based approach, clean 

generators will favor bilateral contracts over market sales to realize the full value of their low-

emission power (as discussed in the response to Question No. 12).  This incentive to enter into 

bilateral contracts may reduce the opportunity for clean generators to recover their investment 

costs and, as a result, may discourage investment in clean generation.  However, under a First 

Seller approach, clean generators will not be limited in their choice of transactions and will be 
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more likely to recover their investment costs, thus, providing a more favorable investment 

opportunity.

Ultimately, consistent and stable price signals will determine whether investors make 

long-term investments.  Proper implementation and execution of a cap-and-trade system will 

send such price signals.  Additionally, emission allowances need to be scarce enough to limit 

supply and warrant a price that is significant enough to encourage investments.  Minimizing the 

price volatility of the emission allowances will also encourage long-term investments.  Further, 

the addition of a safety valve will reduce the risk of price spikes for allowances and facilitate 

long-term investments. 

15. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with an upstream program design 

as articulated in Chapter 4 of the Market Advisory Committee report?  Explain your 

answer in detail.

The upstream program described in Chapter 4 of the CMAC Report (described as 

“Program 4”) is an alternative to the First Seller approach.  The First Seller approach is a 

component of Programs 1, 2 and 3 described in the CMAC Report.  The two approaches (i.e., the 

First Seller approach and the upstream program approach) are mutually exclusive and do not 

interact. 

16. What impact would a deliverer/first-seller approach have on electricity service 

providers?

The impact of a First Seller approach on electricity service providers (“ESP”) will be the 

same as the program’s impact on LSEs as described in the response to question no. 12. 
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C. Responses to Questions Regarding Interaction with Energy Markets

17. Compare and contrast the impact that a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based system 

would have on the existing wholesale energy markets, both at the California 

Independent System Operator (CAISO) and outside of it.

The First Seller approach is superior to the load-based approach in terms of dispatch 

decisions made by the CAISO (or another system operator) to address system conditions such as 

transmission line over-loading or potential transmission system instabilities.  CAISO dispatch for 

system reliability reasons is fairly common.  GHG emissions associated with such dispatches are 

not directly attributable to LSE’s actions.  The load-based approach attributes these emissions 

proportionally based on an LSE’s purchases (if any) in the CAISO’s market in that hour.  Thus, 

allocation is not connected to the cause of the dispatch.

By contrast, the First Seller approach attributes the GHG emissions to the entity 

establishing the electrical energy output level of the generator for commercial purposes.  That 

entity is easily able to build the cost of the associated GHG emissions into its bid to the CAISO 

in order to receive full and fair compensation for the dispatch order.  Thus, wholesale prices 

reflect the internalized GHG emissions cost. 

Furthermore, under MRTU, the CAISO procures additional generation for transmission 

losses.  This additional procurement is not directly attributable to any LSE and thus is not easily 

attributable to a specific entity under the load-based approach.  However, the First Seller 

approach captures these emissions and attributes them to the First Seller.  This is the case 

because the First Seller reports its emissions for its actual generation, including its generation to 

compensate for transmission losses. 
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See the responses to questions nos. 12 and 13 for a further discussion of the impact of the 

two approaches on wholesale energy markets. 

18. For those entities participating in the CAISO markets, what would be the likely 

differential impacts of a deliverer/first-seller versus a load-based system on the 

CAISO’s implementation of the Market Redesign and Technology Update (MRTU) 

system, including day-ahead and real-time markets for energy, transmission, and 

reserves?

The load-based approach has the potential to interfere with the intended operation of 

MRTU under the CAISO, as well as to require a great deal more tracking and reporting by the 

CAISO than under the First Seller approach. 

In order to describe the impact of the load-based approach on behavior and operations 

under MRTU, it is useful to discuss the intended operation of MRTU.  Under MRTU, all 

resources utilized by LSEs to meet resource adequacy requirements will be obligated to offer 

their power for sale into the CAISO markets.  Since each LSE within the CAISO must satisfy a 

reserve margin requirement with qualifying capacity of 115% to 117% of its peak load (or an 

equivalent approach by municipal entities), adequate generation will be offered to the CAISO 

market to satisfy all of the load within the CAISO’s grid control.  If California replaces its 

resource adequacy requirement with a centralized capacity market, a similar must offer 

requirement will apply to capacity to meet all of the CAISO’s load plus reserves.  The Staff 

Proposal errs when it states, “it is estimated that the IFM may handle 10-20% of total energy 

once it is operational,” an estimate attributed to the CMAC Report.7  As explained above, the 

CAISO’s integrated forward market (“IFM”) (the day-ahead market) will include nearly 100% of 
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total energy requirements.  The CAISO’s real-time market is anticipated to be less than 5% of 

the load.

Thus, under MRTU, virtually all generation owned or controlled by LSEs will be bid into 

the CAISO’s markets, predominantly in the IFM (as noted above, “clean” generation will likely 

be “scheduled” in the IFM as opposed to being “bid” in the IFM so that an LSE buyer may take 

credit for zero or low GHG emissions associated with that generation).  The Staff Proposal does 

not consider this. 

Under a load-based approach, an accounting protocol would be required to associate an 

LSE’s portfolio of generation resources with that LSE’s load.  One such protocol is that as long 

as an LSE is in a net short position, all of the generation from the LSE’s portfolio is assigned to 

that LSE in terms of GHG emissions responsibility.  If an LSE has more generation in its 

portfolio than its load obligation requires, then the excess generation is sold into the market.   

The Staff Proposal discusses three methods for establishing which resources and 

accompanying GHG emissions should be associated with these wholesale sales and recommends 

an adjusted, all-in method.8  Exceptions to this protocol may be necessary under some 

circumstances (these are described later).  Such a protocol is necessary, however, because 

without one there is no effective way to determine which resources should be assigned to which 

LSEs for GHG accounting purposes because, under MRTU, all LSEs’ load is served from the 

pool of CAISO resources.  The process of tracking which resources are provided by which LSEs 

becomes necessary under a load-based structure because LSEs need to know what level of 

generation has been dispatched from which resources in their portfolio in order to determine their 

Continued from the previous page
7  Staff Proposal at 2. 
8 Id. at 26-28, 
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obligation to provide emission allowances under a load-based cap-and-trade system.  This leads 

to the assigning of arbitrary values to certain categories of resources, such as imports from the 

Pacific Northwest or the Southwest.  Furthermore, it will be necessary to track which resources 

are not part of an LSE’s portfolio in order to update the GHG emission rates for in-state 

unspecified purchases from the CAISO markets.  It may also be necessary to have this 

information in order to determine the degree to which California is meeting its GHG targets 

established under AB 32.  This entire process would be an administrative nightmare and, because 

of its complexity, would be more susceptible to gaming. 

The process by which an LSE bids its generation portfolio under a load-based system 

compared to a First Seller system needs to be understood in order to see how market behavior is 

anticipated to change under these structures, and what the implications of those changes are on 

the electricity markets.  In order to understand bidding behavior under the assumption of a 

competitive market, it is important to first look at the trade-offs participants make in order to 

minimize their costs.   

First, consider the current market for an LSE (no GHG emissions cap-and-trade system).  

When an LSE with a generation portfolio and a load (assume that its load is larger than its own 

portfolio for explanatory simplicity) is deciding how to generate and purchase so as to minimize 

its cost, it will first bid in at low cost all of its least expensive generation.  When such generation 

is exhausted, at some point the LSE will have to decide whether the next kWh should be served 

by a kWh from its own portfolio or by one purchased from the market.  It does so by bidding its 

generation at the marginal operating cost of producing that kWh.  As such, if it is cheaper to run 

a generation unit than it is to purchase resources, the market will accept the bid, and if it is 

cheaper to purchase a resource from the market, then the bid will not clear that market.  The 
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market will clear at the marginal operating cost of the most expensive unit required to serve the 

load, and more costly generation will not clear the market. 

Now, consider the introduction of a cap under the First Seller approach.  The LSE 

becomes responsible for both the operating cost of its generation and the GHG emissions cost of 

its generation.  The LSE in our example bids to minimize its total cost to serve its load.  It must 

now reflect the fact that if it generates the next kWh, it will incur both an operating cost and an 

emissions cost.  Thus, its bid must be equal to the sum of both of these costs in order to ensure 

that it will generate when it is cheaper to generate than to purchase from the market.  Conversely, 

it will not generate when it is cheaper to purchase than to generate.  The price in the market will 

now be established by the most expensive bid necessary to meet the load obligations of the 

market, which will then reflect not only the marginal operating cost, but also the marginal GHG 

emissions cost.  The market price will be higher than it would have been without the First Seller 

cap-and-trade system because now it will reflect emissions cost. 

Under a load-based cap, the LSE becomes responsible for its generation cost, including 

the emissions cost associated with all of the generation in its portfolio, as well as the cost of 

purchasing power in the market and the emissions costs associated with those market purchases.  

Under this paradigm, the trade-off that the LSE makes is whether it will be more costly to 

generate another kWh, including the marginal operating cost as well as the marginal emissions 

cost from generating, compared to purchasing from the market and paying the market clearing 

price as well as paying the cost of emissions associated with that market purchase.  Assuming the 

LSE knows the emissions cost of purchasing from the market, it will bid so that its cost of 

generating (the marginal operating cost plus emissions cost of generation) does not exceed what 

it expects to pay if it purchases from the market (the market clearing price plus the emissions 
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cost associated with market purchases).  The LSE’s bid is therefore its marginal operating cost 

plus the difference between its cost of emissions from generating and the emissions cost 

associated with purchasing from the market.  The market price will not reflect the cost of 

emissions from the marginal unit as it did in the last case because the generators need only adjust 

their bids to reflect the difference in emissions compared to market purchases.  At the margin, for 

the last unit dispatched to satisfy system load requirements, there is no difference, so that bid 

should be just the marginal operating cost of the unit as in the case with no cap-and-trade 

program. 

What does all this mean in terms of behavior in the markets?  Consider how an 

independent generator may participate.  Recognizing that under a load-based cap the generator 

has no obligation to pay for its own emissions, it can bid into the CAISO’s markets just as it did 

before, and it will earn profits if its costs are lower than the market-clearing price — 

approximately the same as without a cap-and-trade program.  The generator may also consider 

selling bilaterally to an LSE.  The LSE will only become responsible for the emissions from the 

generator if it makes the purchase under a bilateral contract.  Therefore, the LSE will compare 

the cost of making the bilateral purchase to what it expects to pay if it purchases from the market 

(note that under MRTU, if the LSE makes the bilateral purchase, it will in turn offer this 

contracted power for sale into the CAISO’s market and become responsible for GHG emissions 

as described previously).  If the independent generator is a clean unit, then the LSE would incur 

reduced emissions cost from purchasing from this unit, and it should be willing to pay a premium 

compared to the price it would pay in the market.  The clean independent generator can earn a 

premium by selling bilaterally to an LSE.  Conversely, a “higher carbon” generator can sell into 

the CAISO’s markets much as it did prior to a cap-and-trade market.  However, if the dirty 
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independent generator wants to sell to an LSE, the LSE would be saddled with the high 

emissions cost from the dirty generation.  The LSE would demand a discount in order to make 

such a purchase otherwise it would be better off purchasing from the market and incurring fewer 

emissions costs than if it made the bilateral purchase.

As discussed in the previous section, the best way for these independent generators to act 

is for clean generation to sell bilaterally, and eschew the CAISO market, whereas “higher 

carbon” generation should sell to the CAISO and avoid taking the discounted payment it would 

receive from selling bilaterally.  Under the First Seller approach, the independent generator is 

responsible for its own emissions cost and would be willing to sell to the CAISO or to the market 

as long as it could receive more than its marginal operating cost plus emissions cost.  The 

generator’s behavior would look no different than under a system without a cap-and-trade 

approach, except that it would demand a higher price to generate and sell. 

From a CAISO/MRTU perspective, the load-based cap would diminish the set of 

resources willing to bid into its markets, forcing the clean resources to sell bilaterally.  In order 

to ensure that the LSE purchasing this clean power would get the benefit of that generation as 

part of its portfolio for GHG emissions purposes, the LSE would either self-schedule its clean 

contracted power, or discount its bid price to reflect its lower emissions cost (as previously 

described).  Such behavior will diminish the CAISO’s ability to optimize system dispatch across 

all of its resources, and thus will not fully capture the benefits of MRTU. 

If the independent generator described above were contemplating GHG emissions 

reduction investment in light of GHG emissions prices emerging from a cap-and-trade program, 

a load-based cap can lead to inefficient investment decisions.  Consider for example the case of 

the “higher carbon” generator.  As described above, that generator would choose to sell into the 
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CAISO’s market to avoid receiving a discounted price for its “higher carbon” power.  If an 

investment could make the power cleaner, but not clean enough to be lower emitting than a 

market purchase from the CAISO, then there would be no gain in payment possible to justify 

such an investment.  Under a First Seller approach, that same generator would be responsible for 

its high emissions and the cost of allowances associated with them.  If that generator could make 

an investment lowering its emissions cost, it would benefit by incurring reduced costs, while the 

revenue it would receive from sales into the CAISO market would be unchanged.  Lower costs 

with the same revenue means higher profits. 

The value of generation resources may be reduced under a load-based cap-and-trade 

system.  As discussed previously, clean power can only capture the value of being clean by 

selling bilaterally to an LSE under a load-based system.  Conversely, a “higher carbon” unit can 

only avoid accepting a discounted price for its power by limiting its sales to a marketer or to the 

CAISO.  Thus, in either case, under the load-based cap the options available for the generator to 

sell are limited compared to a First Seller system (or compared to no GHG regulation – the status 

quo).  This reduced optionality reduces the generator’s value. 

Another complication associated with a cap-and-trade program under MRTU is 

establishing appropriate billing for the power needed to supply system requirements.  When an 

LSE submits a bid to the CAISO from its portfolio, then under the aforementioned GHG 

accounting protocol, the generation that results from that bid would generally be attributed to the 

LSE in whose portfolio the generation resides.  The LSE will establish its willingness to operate 

the unit depending on what market prices result based on its bid.  In the case of a “higher carbon” 

unit, that bid will be higher reflecting the difference in emissions costs between the dirty unit and 

a purchase from the market.  In some circumstances, such as if the unit is in a constrained area, 
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the CAISO may intervene in the market and dispatch the generating unit even though the unit 

does not clear the market if the CAISO needs the generation from that unit to satisfy a reliability 

need.  Under MRTU, the unit’s bid would be mitigated to a default value reflecting its operating 

costs.  But if this “higher carbon” unit is operated and paid at a default bid rate to satisfy a 

reliability need, the LSE in whose portfolio the unit resides would be assigned the high emissions 

and incur the associated costs.  Despite bidding to avoid operating the “higher carbon” unit 

unless market prices are high enough to justify its operation, the unit would be operated and the 

LSE could be held responsible for its emissions even though it had no discretion regarding the 

operation of the unit.

Either the CAISO should develop a rule that reallocates the cost of this redispatch to 

those responsible for the reliability need (not necessarily the LSE in whose portfolio the resource 

resides) or the default bid used to dispatch this unit should be modified to ensure that the LSE is 

fully compensated for the increased emissions resulting from running its unit out of merit order. 

Finally, the Staff Proposal’s reporting protocol may also interfere with the intended 

operation of MRTU by creating an incentive for market participants to transact in the CAISO’s 

real-time market instead of CAISO’s IFM (day-ahead market).  The Staff Proposal assigns an 

assumed emission rate of 1,000 lbs/MWh to purchases from the CAISO’s IFM and a 900 

lbs/MWh assumed rate for purchases from the CAISO’s real-time market.  If day-ahead prices 

are equal to real-time prices (as is the desire of the Federal Energy Regulatory Commission 

(“FERC”) and the CAISO after they introduce Virtual or Convergence Bidding as scheduled in 

February 2009), purchasers following least-cost dispatch principles would purchase as much as 

is permitted in the CAISO’s real-time market in lieu of the IFM.  This is directly contradictory to 
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the objectives of the CAISO in encouraging the use of forward markets like the IFM instead of 

the real-time market. 

The First Seller approach avoids these complexities and market distortions. 

19. To what extent would either approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) be likely to 

alter the dispatch of existing generation units in the near-term?  Why?  If there is a 

difference between the approaches, how significant would it be?

Under either approach, sellers’ bids into the CAISO will change in order to reflect 

changed rules.  Under a load-based approach, if the market were fully competitive, bidders 

should bid their marginal operating cost plus the difference between their GHG emission rate and 

the rate associated with market purchases, times the price of emissions allowances.  Under a First 

Seller approach, if the market were fully competitive, sellers’ bids would be equal to their 

marginal operating cost plus their GHG emission rate times the price of emission allowances.  In 

either case, to the extent units’ emission rates changes the relative ranking of generators in the 

CAISO stack (subject to all of the constraints built into the CAISO’s optimization), the dispatch 

order will change.  The degree of change is difficult to predict without simulation modeling and 

assumptions regarding the future price of emission allowances.  It is likely that until the 

allowance price makes coal generation more costly than natural gas generation, the changes in 

dispatch will not be substantial, since the relative ranking in operating costs of natural gas 

generation units correlates reasonably well with the GHG emissions rates of those units. The 

added GHG emissions costs incorporated into a bid do little to reorder gas generation units that 

predominantly make up the marginal dispatch choices within the CAISO’s market. 

As long as the same units offer bids to the CAISO, dispatch should not be different under 

either the load-based or the First Seller approach.  However, under a load-based approach, LSEs 
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have incentives to self-schedule their clean generation in lieu of bidding it into the market, and 

such a behavioral change could have some impact on which units are available for dispatch by 

the CAISO. 

D. Responses to Questions Regarding Interaction with Existing Programs and Policies

20. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the Public Utilities 

Commission’s Resource Adequacy requirements and procurement/portfolio 

oversight?  How would this approach affect efforts to maintain resource adequacy by 

the publicly-owned utilities (POUs)?

The implementation of a First Seller approach will not have a significant impact on the 

procurement of products needed to meet California’s resource adequacy requirement.  The 

resource adequacy program is a capacity requirement with obligations to schedule or bid energy 

into the CAISO’s market.  This procurement of capacity will continue in order for entities to 

meet this regulatory requirement.  The cost of energy will increase due to the imposition of a 

GHG program.  However, there is not likely to be a difference between a load-based and a First 

Seller approach, nor would there be a difference with or without a resource adequacy 

requirement. 

21. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the Public Utilities 

Commission’s promotion of end-use efficiency?  How would this approach affect 

energy efficiency programs for the POUs?  Under which system (deliverer/first-seller 

or load-based) would the penetration of end-use efficiency likely be greater?  Why.

The impact on end-use efficiency should not be any different under the First Seller 

approach than under the load-based approach, assuming either programs is implemented and 

enforced properly.  The price signals to the market should be similar under either approach, 
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creating equal incentives for implementing end-use efficiency for publicly-owned utilities 

(“POUs”) and end users alike.

22. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach interact with the State’s Renewable 

Portfolio Standard requirements (both existing and proposed)?

The First Seller approach will interact with California’s Renewable Portfolio Standard 

(“RPS”) no differently than would a load-based approach.  In both cases, the RPS requirements 

could complement a cap-and-trade system.  Assuming a comprehensive and fully competitive 

cap-and-trade system is implemented under AB 32, it may make increase RPS goals unnecessary 

or even counterproductive. 

23. How should renewable energy generators be treated under a deliverer/first-seller

system?

No change in the treatment of renewable energy generators is necessary under a First 

Seller system.  If the renewable energy generator is participating directly in the market and has 

no emissions, it can be expected to bid as it did before and receive higher revenue from increased 

market prices.9  The LSEs would treat renewable generation in their portfolio no differently 

under a First Seller approach than absent a GHG program.  Additionally, since renewable 

resources would typically bid as price takers into the CAISO’s market, there should not be any 

different treatment of renewables under a load-based program. 

24. Compare and contrast the impact of deliverer/first-seller and a load-based approach 

on the voluntary renewables market.

9  SCE is not aware of any in-state renewable resources that are not contracted to California LSEs, and under the 
RPS, there is a strong incentive for that pattern to continue.  
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If the “voluntary renewables market” refers to retail programs providing the option for 

customers to pay an additional fee to increase the fraction of their load that is met with 

renewables resources and these funds are used to procure renewable resources beyond business- 

as-usual practices, then there should be no difference between the load-based and First Seller 

approaches.  In either case, the volume of additional renewables procured would be based on the 

accumulation of dollars collected from customers.  The impact on utility costs and rates would be 

the same under either approach. 

25. Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) have an advantage over the 

other in producing the greatest amount of emissions reductions through modifications 

(e.g., retrofitting, efficiency improvements, etc..) to existing power plants?  Why?

The First Seller approach has an advantage over the load-based approach in producing 

the greatest amount of emissions reductions through modifications to existing power plants.  The 

First Seller approach provides a more favorable environment for investments in modifications to 

existing power plants.  SCE’s response to question no. 14 discusses the reasons why the First 

Seller approach encourages long-term investment in clean generation. 

E. Responses Regarding Questions on Reporting, Tracking, and Verification

26. What would be the data and administrative requirements of the deliverer/first-seller 

approach?

For in-state resources, generators will already have to report of GHG emissions pursuant 

to CARB regulation.  CARB has issued a draft document that develops the appropriate 

measuring, monitoring, and reporting requirements for all in-state generating resources.  Once 

this document is complete, its methodology will provide sufficient information with which to 

attribute an amount of GHG emissions to any energy produced by an in-state generator.  For out-
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of-state resources, to be received by a California Balancing Authority, there are two potential 

data requirements associated with the emissions from an imported resource.   

For unit-specific imports, a GHG emission profile will be provided by the generator to 

the relevant regulatory entity within the state in which the generator resides or to CARB if it has 

voluntarily registered (and no registry exists within the generator’s resident state).  If a generator 

chooses not to register in either its resident state or with CARB, then that unit will have a system 

level of emissions attributed to it.  In all instances, California must assure itself that all out-of-

state generators that are either owned or operated by a California Balancing Authority register 

and designate the emissions associated with such resources with CARB. 

For sales that are not unit-specific and that are imported into California, a proxy of the 

system’s GHG emissions will need to be developed.  There are many ways to develop such a 

system average emissions profile.  

Additionally, as noted earlier, a dispute resolution process will be needed in order to 

resolve issues regarding emissions profiles.  Such a process is likely to add some incremental 

administrative responsibilities to the First Seller approach.10

27. How would the deliverer/first-seller approach relate to the Public Utilities 

Commission/Energy Commission Staff reporting protocol proposal, i.e., would the 

deliverer/first-seller approach require modifications to the Staff reporting proposal, or 

could it serve as an interim reporting protocol?  If modifications are required, what 

exactly would they be?

The Staff Report itself states that the reporting rules contained within it are specific to a 

load-based approach.11  As such, certain modifications will be required to implement a First 
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Seller approach.  However, for regulatory elements common to both load-based and First Seller 

protocols, the Staff Report can be useful.  Examples of such common elements are the task of 

determining GHG emissions for specific generating sources and the task of estimating GHG 

emissions for imports from unspecified sources based on the exporting region/control area. 

28. If a deliverer/first-seller approach is adopted, what would be the pros and cons of 

requiring reporting both from deliverers/first-sellers and retail providers, in order to 

provide ARB with multiple control data sets for comparison?

There is no benefit to requiring retail providers to report if a First Seller approach is 

adopted.  As mentioned in response to Question No. 7, a retail load-based reporting scheme will 

require an estimate of emissions not only for non-source specific imports, but also for purchases 

made through an in-state clearing market.  No such estimate is required under a First Seller 

approach.  Under a First Seller approach, GHG emissions are identified at the point of their 

importation to a California Balancing Authority or at the point of their generation.  Because of 

the differences between the information obtained under the two approaches, no meaningful 

comparison is possible between retail provider reported data and data obtained under the First 

Seller approach.

Another reason why the two approaches cannot be compared is a result of the breadth of 

information captured under the two approaches.  Specifically, under the First Seller approach, as 

proposed by SCE, there will be counting mechanisms for all GHG emissions associated with 1) 

energy produced and consumed inside the state, 2) energy imported into a California Balancing 

Authority for consumption inside the state, and 3) energy produced in-state for export out-of-

Continued from the previous page
10  SCE notes that a dispute resolution process would also be needed under a load-based approach.   
11  Staff Report at 1. 
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state.  Retail provider reporting may not completely account for the emissions associated with 

energy produced in-state for export out of state.  Specifically, a retail reporting requirement may 

fail to account for emissions associated with power produced and then exported away from 

California, never having been touched by an in-state retail provider.  This flaw in the retail 

reporting requirement renders any type of comparison between “multiple control data” sets 

meaningless, since the retail provider set will inevitably miss the emissions associated with 

certain transactions. 

Lastly, the CPUC must consider cost as a disadvantage of any retail provider reporting 

requirement.  Collection, preparation, evaluation, and verification of the requested data will 

require the extensive dedication of resources by each retail provider from whom information is 

required.  Additional expense will accrue if the governmental agency receiving the data intends 

to use the reported data to perform any analyses.  In light of the aforementioned problems with 

deriving a meaningful comparison from the two data sets, the costs of a retail provider reporting 

system are unwarranted and unnecessary.  

29. Compare and contrast the ability to a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based system to 

create confidence for investors and confidence for environmental advocates about 

tracking and compliance.

Because the First Seller approach is more accurate, less complex to administer, and less 

prone to leakage than a load-based system, adoption of that approach will create greater 

confidence for investors, environmental advocates, and the public.  Also, because the First Seller 

approach is more compatible with potential regional, national, or international GHG regulation 

regimes, it will be seen as a more durable regulatory framework.  Investors will be concerned, 

for example, about spending money to reduce GHG emissions if they are not confident about 
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being able to capture the full value of the emissions reduction.  Under a First Seller approach, 

capturing all the emissions reductions is relatively straightforward, insofar as the generator 

reports its GHG emissions (for in-state generation) and is responsible for obtaining allowances 

sufficient cover them.  Under a load-based approach, however, the reduction in GHG emissions 

must be accurately tracked to an LSE which reports its GHG emissions.  If the generator sells 

some portion of its output as unspecified-source energy (for example, to the CAISO under 

MRTU), the generator might not obtain credit for some of its emissions reductions, as a default 

emissions factor is applied for unspecified-source energy. 

Trading GHG allowances among regions would be more problematic under a load-based 

approach, since a load-based approach is more prone to gaming, leakage, and accounting 

complexity than the First Seller approach.  A regulatory authority for another region might be 

unwilling to allow its surplus allowances to be sold to California, or to allow its jurisdictional 

entities to purchase surplus allowances from California, out of concern for the integrity of the 

California program. 

30. Who/what governs access to the purchasing/selling entity data on the NERC E-tag?  

What would a state agency need to do to obtain access to E-tag data?

One way for a state agency to obtain necessary information regarding NERC E-Tags is to 

gather from the WECC those E-Tags that represent California imports (see discussion of this 

option in response to question no. 4 above).  As the regional reliability organization for the West, 

the WECC receives copies of all E-Tags in that region.  By obtaining data in this manner, the 

responsible state agency can efficiently obtain all necessary information from one entity. 

However, if obtaining data from the WECC is infeasible or undesirable, another option 

could be to turn to the Balancing Authorities.  Each Balancing Authority receives a copy of the 
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E-Tags that enter or leave its control area.  Accordingly, each California Balancing Authority 

will have a copy of the E-Tags that represent the imports received by California into its control 

area.

31. What role would the CAISO play, if any, in the implementation and administration of 

a deliverer/first-seller program?  What role would other control area operators or 

balancing authorities play?

Under a First Seller approach, sellers are expected to fully internalize emissions cost 

within their bids.  The CAISO optimization rules for the market will behave exactly as they 

would otherwise, although the bids themselves will be different for many resources.  When the 

CAISO needs to engage in bid mitigation, it will need to change its assessment of cost-based or 

competitive bids that reflect internalized emissions costs.   

A load-based approach will require a similar change, although the numerical magnitude 

of the adjustment to bids would be calculated differently between the two systems.12   Further 

action by the CAISO will be necessary, under a load-based approach to assist LSEs in tracking 

and compliance.  Under either a First Seller or a load-based approach, control areas outside 

California may be asked to assist in verifying the source of generation imported to California.

Furthermore, under a load-based approach, similar assistance in verifying generation sources 

might be needed for control areas inside California that transact with the CAISO. 

The role of the CAISO and other control areas also comes into play to the extent there is 

a need to get E-Tag data from California Balancing Authorities.  If E-Tag data is obtained 

directly from the WECC, then the CAISO and other California Balancing Authorities will have 
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little or no role in the administration of the First Seller program.  While it is possible that 

California’s Balancing Authorities may, from time-to-time, be called upon to confirm or validate 

certain information, for the most part, a program in which E-Tag data can be received directly 

from the WECC should allow for smooth implementation of a First Seller approach. 

By contrast, a program requiring E-Tag data to be provided by California’s Balancing 

Authorities, will require the CAISO to provide copies of its E-Tags to the state agency charged 

with reconciling the E-Tag data.  Similarly, other Balancing Authorities within the state would 

need to provide their E-Tags to that state agency. 

F. Responses Regarding Questions on GHG Emission Allowance Allocation Issues

32. Would implementation of a deliverer/first-seller approach necessitate auctioning of 

GHG emissions allowances?  Why or why not?

The First Seller approach does not require allowance auctioning.  The choice of point of 

regulation, such as load-based or First Seller, or even points further upstream (such as at the fuel 

source), are independent of the process (auction or allocation) by which allowances are provided 

to the market.  Allowances should be allocated to those entities that would face economic harm 

from the imposition of GHG rules and that do not have the ability to pass on these costs.  A 

substantial portion of allowances should be allocated to LSEs, on behalf of their customers to 

reduce the impact to consumers of transition from a pre- to a post-carbon constrained system.  To 

the extent some non-LSE entities are affected adversely by the implementation of California’s 

GHG reduction program, parties should evaluate whether some allowances should be allocated 

Continued from the previous page
12  Under a First Seller approach, the total marginal emissions cost will need to be reflected in bid adjustments, and 

under a load-based system the difference in emissions costs between the generating unit and the system 
marginal rate used for purchases will need to be used. 
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to those entities as well.  The entities that are adversely affected by the imposition of a GHG 

program are no different under a load-based cap than under a First Seller approach.

Accordingly, the mechanism to allocate allowances should be similar under either approach.  

33. If you do not believe that an auction would be required under the deliverer/first-seller 

approach, explain how an emissions allocation system would work under a 

deliverer/first-seller approach.  In doing so, answer the following:

Neither the decision as to whether to auction or allocate nor the decision regarding which 

party should receive allowances, should depend on whether a First Seller or a load-based 

approach is selected.

a. To whom would allocations be given?

Allowance allocations should be given to entities that would suffer economic dislocation 

without the ability to pass on their costs upon the imposition of a GHG reduction program.  This 

approach will mitigate economic harm to such entities and further mitigate concerns over certain 

entities receiving a windfall from allocation.  In the case of the California electricity market, 

several groups will face economic harm.  First, customers will face higher costs to purchase 

electricity.  Therefore, the LSEs that represent those customers should receive allocations to 

mitigate the rate impacts on their customers.  Second, generators whose historical emissions are 

higher than those of the marginal generating unit in the market will incur costs that they cannot 

fully pass on.  Accordingly, and to the extent these generators suffer economic harm, they too 

should be eligible for an allocation.  Third, generators who have already made long-term 

commitments to generate power from emitting sources after 2012, but who cannot pass on the 

emissions costs associated with meeting those commitments, should also receive allowances.   
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b. If you recommend allowances be given to deliverers/first-sellers, on what 

basis would allocations be given during any particular compliance period?

Allowances should be given in proportion to the degree of economic dislocation  

estimated to be associated with the imposition of a GHG reduction program.  Based on historical 

emissions and estimates of the emission rate of the marginal generating unit in the market, it is 

possible to calculate an estimate of the economic harm that the aforementioned entities would 

incur.  Such estimates can be used to determine the relative share of allowances each party 

should receive.  Once a total number of allowances is determined, a proportional share can be 

provided to each affected entity.  SCE has developed some simple formulas to calculate these 

allocations 

c. How would the State of California know how many allowances were 

needed by importers?

Entities without commitments to import power into California, but which may have 

historically imported to California and which may do so in the future, cannot be expected to 

suffer a measurable economic dislocation as a result of California’s GHG reduction program.  

Assuming the market is reasonably efficient, the economic profit from selling in California 

should not be substantially different than selling to areas outside of California.  If the importer 

facing emissions costs from selling into California chooses to forego that opportunity, they will 

not suffer a sizeable economic dislocation, but will only suffer by going to the next best market 

compared to California.  By contrast, generators selling their power inside California under long-

term contracts will not be able to avoid GHG emissions costs by selling to an area outside of 

California.  Accordingly, such generators will suffer some economic dislocation if they cannot 

fully pass on their costs.  For this reason, SCE proposes that only importers to California that 
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have binding commitments to sell to California, and who cannot fully pass on their increased 

emission cost from making such sales, should receive allowances consistent with the approach 

outlined in response to part (b) above. 

d. How would marketers be treated?

Because marketers are not likely to suffer any economic dislocation because of the 

imposition of a GHG reduction program, they should not receive any allowances. 

e. How would electricity service providers be treated?

ESPs are most likely to suffer economic dislocation by having to pay higher prices for 

power purchased from the market under a GHG reduction program (or directly for the emissions 

associated with their market purchases in the case of a load-based cap approach).  For this 

economic impact, ESPs should receive an allowance consistent with part (b) above.  To the 

extent an ESP owns generation, it may also receive allowances consistent with part (b) above.

f. Would zero-carbon generators also receive allowances?

Zero-carbon generators will suffer no economic dislocation from the imposition of a 

GHG reduction program.  In fact, they will receive higher market revenues for power not already 

under contract, so they may see an economic benefit from a GHG reduction program.  

Accordingly, they should not receive any allowances. 

g. What would be the likelihood of windfall profits under such a system?

If windfall profits are defined as the profits from having been allocated free allowances in 

excess of the economic harm imposed by the imposition of a GHG program,13 then, under SCE’s 

proposal for allowance allocation, no entity would receive any windfall profit.  This is because 

13  The term “windfall profits” has been used in describing the experience of some in the European Union’s 
(“EU’s”) GHG program. 
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only those entities experiencing economic harm that are unable to pass on the harm would be 

eligible to receive allowances, and the number of allowances available will only be enough to 

partially mitigate the economic harm, thus providing no windfall profit to any entity receiving 

allowances. 

h. How would such a system prevent windfall profits?

See response to part (g) above. 

34. If you recommend allocation of allowances to retail providers, followed by an auction 

to deliverer/first-sellers, how would such an auction be administered?  What kinds of 

issues would such a system raise?

If retail providers are allocated allowances as part of California’s GHG reduction 

program, then such LSEs’ allowances should be sold within a specified period and pursued at 

fair market value.  Further, such allowances should be sold to LSE-owned and merchant 

generation on a non-discriminatory basis.  An auction mechanism could be developed to 

accomplish these objectives.  If developed, that auction mechanism should be run with State 

oversight authority, accompanied by local boards of customer owned utilities.  

G. Responses Regarding Relationship to Other Sectors Under AB 32 in California

35. Would GHG emissions allowances created under a deliverer/first-seller compliance 

regime in the electricity sector be compatible for trading with other sectors in the 

California economy, assuming a multi-sector cap-and-trade system?  How?

Yes.  Allowances should be created based on a common measure of GHG emissions, 

such as metric tons of CO2 equivalent.  If a common definition of allowances for GHG reduction 

is used, and every participating sector has ample measurement and verification protocols, then a 



40

First Seller (or a load-based cap) allowance should be tradable with other sectors in California’s 

economy, assuming a multi-sector cap-and-trade system. 

H. Responses Regarding Relationship to a Multi-State System Such as the Western 

Regional Climate Action Initiative

36. Compare and contrast the ability of a deliverer/first-seller and a load-based approach 

to avoid double-counting of emissions between states.

A First Seller approach is a source-based approach for in-state generation.  As a result, 

any exported native California generation will have its emissions reported at the point of 

generation.  Beyond the certainty that these emissions are being reported, there is no distinction 

between the two approaches insofar as interstate double counting is concerned.

Imports into California, which are accounted for by the exporting State’s cap, will also be 

reported by the First Seller to the CARB under a First Seller approach.  It will thus be up to the 

CARB to determine whether to include the emissions from such energy generation within 

California’s cap.  However, if an exporting state is counting these emissions (e.g., under its own 

First Seller protocol), it should be unnecessary for California to account for these emissions as 

well.  The integrity of any GHG controls program will be compromised if emissions are double-

counted by multiple regulatory authorities. 

37. How should exports from California be handled under a deliverer/first-seller

approach?  Would the proper treatment of exports depend on whether the receiving 

state has a cap-and-trade system?  If so, how?

All of California’s native generation will be reported at the source under a First Seller 

approach and will thus be included in California’s cap.  The decision of whether to include 

imports in another state’s cap will have to be made by those other states.  As noted above, the 
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certainty that the First Seller approach presents regarding the accurate reporting of emissions 

should reduce the tendency for double counting emissions. 

38. If some states in the region adopt a source-based system (or a load-based system 

which also regulates exports), how would the State of California verify the true 

source of imports in order to avoid double-regulation of power imported from other 

capped states?

The CARB staff protocol and the Staff Report outline means by which to measure 

emissions from imported energy.  Because California has an interest in the accuracy of emissions 

reporting, and accuracy is greater under the First Seller system, if another state has a source-

based cap, California can be confident that the emissions from energy imported from that state 

have been included under the exporting state’s cap.  If, on the other hand, the other state has a 

load-based cap, California will need to be assured that the emissions from exported energy are 

included under the native state’s cap before excluding such imports from the California cap. 

39. How would a deliverer/first-seller approach function relative to an Oregon load-based 

system (as currently proposed by Oregon)?

The difficult job of coordinating a load-based cap with a First Seller approach rests on the 

state implementing the load-based cap.  Because of the structure of the First Seller approach, the 

state implementing that approach will be assured that all native generation is being reported at 

the source and, thus, included under the domestic state cap.  The state importing electricity, 

however, will need to ensure that emissions from the imported energy were reported and 

included under the exporting state’s cap, because it will have no way of independently knowing 

whether the emissions from that energy were already accounted for.
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As such, California can be more confident that emissions are accounted for if it imports 

resources from a state that is also using a First Seller approach.

I. Responses Regarding Interaction with Potential Federal Regulation

40. How easily could a deliverer/first-seller approach scale or link to multi-state, national, 

or international programs? 

To meet its obligations under the Kyoto Protocol, the EU requires each member country 

to submit a National Allocation Plan that sets an emissions cap for each individual emitting unit.  

Similarly, the Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative sets the point of regulation on the emitting 

unit.  Because such programs more closely approximate the First Seller approach, adopting a 

First Seller structure for California will allow easier coordination of California’s approach with 

other regional, national, or international programs.

41. Would one approach (deliverer/first-seller or load-based) be easier to transition into a 

potential federal GHG regulatory system?  If one would be superior in this respect, 

explain why and what assumption you are making about the likely federal framework.

The First Seller approach would be much easier to transition into a federal GHG scheme 

based on observations regarding current federal GHG legislation. 

First, more than half a dozen GHG cap-and-trade bills have been introduced during the 

110th Congress.  Many of these bills specify the point of regulation as the emitting unit, (e.g., S 

1177 and S 317).  A First Seller approach would be more compatible with these federal bills by 

moving the point of regulation further upstream should a source-based cap-and-trade system be 

adopted by the federal government, California would likely have to conform (i.e., abandon) any 

load-based cap it might have created. 
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Second, there are no federal bills currently pending which specify the load-serving entity 

as the point of regulation. There are, however, a number of bills (S 485, HR 1590) that would 

direct the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (“EPA”) to determine which entities are to be 

regulated.  Under those bills, the EPA would have the authority to determine not only which 

sectors should be included in a cap-and-trade bill, but also the point of regulation within the 

sector. In theory, the EPA could choose a load-based approach to emissions under these bills.  

However, there is no precedent for this approach as the EPA has historically regulated emissions 

based on the emitting unit. 

Third, none of the pending federal bills address preemption.  This means that if California 

goes against the federal tide, it could face a situation in which its regulated entities need to 

comply with both a federal GHG program and a separate state GHG program.  This outcome 

would add a further layer of complexity and cost to California’s GHG regulation and could be a 

basis for claims of federal preemption.  

Fourth, other countries have already experienced the problem of choosing the wrong 

approach.  The closest example of the difficulty of transitioning from a load-based to a First 

Seller or source-based approach is found in the United Kingdom’s (“UK”) program.  The UK 

had a load-based program before the development of the EU-ETS.  In order to coordinate with 

the EU-ETS, the UK had to delay its participation with the EU-ETS to provide an opportunity to 

close out its domestic load-based program.  The UK Department of Economics, Food and Rural 

Affairs had to close out all previous allocation and reporting mechanisms and develop 

completely new source-based methods to coordinate with the EU-ETS. It is unlikely that 

California would have the option of delaying participation in a federal U.S. program.  As such, 



44

the transition from a load-based program to a federal source based program would likely be far 

more difficult. 

42. What are the merits of the deliverer/first-seller proposal as a model for other 

governments’ efforts, particularly the national level?

The First Seller approach more closely follows the successful sulfur dioxide (“SO2”)

program established under the Clean Air Act.  This program reduced SO2 emissions by 50 

percent.  Businesses, government, and the public have had almost 20 years to understand how the 

SO2 program works, and are more likely to accept a GHG program that is similarly structured. 

J. Responses to Request for Legal Briefing

In response to each question in this section, cite relevant case law and/or FERC rules or 

regulations, and provide analysis. 

Federal Power Act

43. Would the Federal Power Act preempt adoptions of the deliverer/first-seller

approach?  Why or why not?  Does it make any difference that the federal 

government has not issued any regulations in this specific area?

The Federal Power Act’s preemptive force could be implicated to the extent a reviewing 

court finds that California’s GHG regulations cross the fundamental jurisdictional line granting 

FERC authority over the rates, terms, and conditions of wholesale transactions.  Under current 

law, however, there is no definitive answer to the question of whether a First Seller approach will 

be deemed to have crossed that line. 
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As the CPUC itself has recognized, it has “obvious authority” with regard to procurement 

practices.14  It has this authority because FERC itself stated, “a state may choose to require a 

utility . . . to purchase electricity from the supplier of a particular type of resource.”15  Less 

legally obvious is whether California can impose a First Seller approach to GHG regulation that 

places demands on exempt wholesale generators.  The legal ambiguity over this approach exists 

because no reviewing body has spoken to this issue.  SCE has not found any cases opining upon 

whether GHG regulation over contacts with California through an energy transaction fall within 

FERC’s jurisdiction over rates, terms, and conditions of wholesale service. 

Nevertheless, various factors could lead a court reviewing the question of whether the 

First Seller approach is a preempted and impermissible state regulation of wholesale transactions 

subject to FERC jurisdiction, to conclude that the First Seller approach is not preempted.  

Most notably, FERC and a reviewing court have affirmatively forsworn any authority to 

consider environmental issues when reviewing wholesale rates.16  This means that regardless of 

whether a First Seller approach or a load-based approach is used in California, because such 

regulations deal with environmental concerns not addressed by Congress—and FERC is still the 

final decision maker on matters within its jurisdiction—either approach may be found to be 

immune from preemption by the Federal Power Act.17

44. For purposes of your legal analysis of the previous question, would your opinion 

differ if the deliverer/first-seller were the reporting entity only and not also the point 

of regulation? Why or why not?

14  Decision No. 06-02-032 at 18. 
15 See also S. Cal. Edison Co., 70 FERC ¶61,215 at 61,676 (1995). 
16  Grand Council of the Crees (of Quebec) v. FERC, 198 F. 3d 950, 956-57 (D.C. Cir. 2000). 
17 See also Small Power Production and Cogeneration Facilities – Environmental Findings, 10 FERC 961, 314 at 

61, 632 (1980). 
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No.  It is likely that the legal review of a structure requiring reporting from an entity will 

be subject to the same Federal Power Act preemption analysis as a structure requiring regulation 

of that same entity.  This is likely because the assertion of any jurisdiction over the entity is what 

a reviewing court would be assessing as a possible violation of the Federal Power Act.

45. Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a way that 

would avoid or lessen problems under the Federal Power Act?  If so, how?

SCE does not have any suggestions on this issue at this time. 

46. Compare Federal Power Act issues under a deliverer/first-seller approach and a load-

based approach.

To the extent that California’s GHG regulation seeks to regulate imported energy, the 

Federal Power Act’s preemption analysis will be the same under both approaches. 

47. If you conclude that Federal Power Act preemption would be a problem, could FERC 

action (e.g., approval of a CAISO tariff rule) ameliorate this problem?  If so, what 

specifically would FERC do?  Could FERC ameliorate any Federal Power Act 

concerns relating to publicly-owned utilities?

For the reasons set forth above, the First Seller approach may not be subject to Federal 

Power Act concerns.  While FERC action might be able to mitigate Federal Power Act concerns, 

SCE cautions the CPUC to consider that at least one court has ruled pressure from a state to 

request FERC tariff action has been viewed negatively.18

Dormant Commerce Clause

48. Does the deliverer/first-seller approach raise problems under the dormant Commerce 

Clause?
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The First Seller approach does not seem to raise any different dormant Commerce Clause 

issues than would be raised under a load-based approach.  Under either approach, a reviewing 

court will examine three general questions: a) whether the state law discriminates against 

interstate commerce or in favor of local state interests;19 b) whether the burden from a state law 

on interstate commerce exceeds the law’s benefits;20 and c) whether a state is attempting to 

regulate conduct occurring outside of its borders.21

It does not appear that either approach poses a greater or lesser constitutional challenge 

with regard to these three tests.  Both approaches, on their face, appear to treat commerce from 

within the state the same as commerce from outside of the state.  Both approaches also impose 

some, but not limitless, burdens on interstate commerce.  Both approaches can describe the same 

benefit as justifying the burden.  Lastly, both approaches seek to prevent “leakage” by dictating 

the terms on which energy generated out of state can be imported into California.   

With regard to the third point, the CPUC has stated, “A load based GHG emissions cap 

requirement . . . does not control the conduct of out-of-state electric generators engaging in 

transactions which take place wholly outside California.”22  This analysis glosses over the fact 

that the First Seller proposal applies to out-of-state generators only to the extent their power 

crosses California’s border and is consumed within the state.  By regulating the California 

transaction, not the out-of-state generator, a First Seller approach may be able to avoid the 

Commerce Clause issue previously identified by the CPUC.   

Continued from the previous page
18 See, e.g., Massachusetts Dept. of Pub. Util. v. United States, 729 F.2d 886, 888 (1984). 
19  Granholm v. Heald, 544 U.S. 460, 476 (2005). 
20  Pike v. Bruce Church, 397 U.S. 137 (1970). 
21  Healy v. Beer Inst., 491 U.S. 324. 
22  D.06-02-032 at 221. 
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49. Could the deliverer/first-seller approach be designed or implemented in a way that 

would avoid or lessen problems under the dormant Commerce Clause?  If so, how?

As noted above, there are no special Commerce Clause issues that arise solely because of 

the choice of a First Seller approach.  To the extent the CPUC wishes to avoid a challenge to 

implementation of any proposal on the ground that it may be an impermissible attempt to 

regulate conduct wholly occurring outside of California, it should implement a program that only 

requires regulation of transactions with a direct California connection.  The closer a transaction’s 

relationship to California, the less persuasive an argument regarding impermissible attempts to 

regulate beyond California’s borders may be to a reviewing court. 

50. Are issues under the dormant Commerce Clause more or less serious under a 

deliverer/first-seller approach compared with a load-based approach?  Explain. 

See response to Question No. 49. 

51. The Market Advisory Committee report suggests that the value of GHG emission 

allowances “can be used to fund innovative emission reduction technologies and to 

focus pollution-reduction efforts in low-income and minority communities” or “can 

be utilized to provide transition assistance for workers and industries subject to strong 

market pressures from competitors operating in jurisdictions that lack similar caps on 

greenhouse gas emissions” (Market Advisory Committee report, at iv – v) or “should 

be directed to investments in end-use efficiency improvements” (Id., at 54).  Would 

these uses raise problems under the dormant Commerce Clause?  Would these 

problems be more or less serious under a deliverer/first-seller approach compared 

with a load-based approach?
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As noted earlier, if a reviewing court finds that the use of funds is consistent with AB 32 

and public policy purposes, and that it does not place an inappropriate burden on interstate 

commerce, then the use may be deemed constitutional.  If a court finds otherwise, then the use of 

funds for such purposes will not be sustained.  This analysis applies regardless of whether the 

funds come from a load-based or a First Seller approach.  

Responses to Questions Regarding Authority to Auction

52. Does ARB have the authority, under AB 32 or any other statute, to auction 

allowances to emit greenhouse gases?  Explain.

There is no explicit mention of auctioning of allowances in AB 32.  However, to the 

extent a court is inclined to broadly interpret the language of that statute, it will find phrases that 

require CARB to do things such as identify and make recommendations on, among other things, 

“market-based compliance mechanisms . . . that the state board finds are necessary or desirable 

to facilitate the achievement of the maximum feasible and cost-effective reductions of 

greenhouse gas emissions by 2020.”  The legislation defines such “market-based compliance 

mechanisms” to include “greenhouse gas emissions exchanges, banking, credits, and other 

transactions, governed by rules and protocols established by the state board.” 
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Other Legal Issues

53. Are there any other legal issues that the Public Utilities Commission and the Energy 

Commission should consider in deciding whether to investigate the deliverer/first-

seller approach further?  Explain. 

SCE has none at this time. 

Respectfully submitted, 

MICHAEL D. MONTOYA 
LAURA I. GENAO 

     /s/ Laura I. Genao 
By: Laura I. Genao 

Attorneys for 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 

2244 Walnut Grove Avenue 
Post Office Box 800 
Rosemead, California  91770 
Telephone: (626) 302-6842 
Facsimile: (626) 302-3990 
E-mail: Laura.Genao@sce.com 

August 6, 2007
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First Seller for Imports Methodology 
Any transaction crossing control area boundaries must be accompanied by a NERC E-tag.  This 
E-tag contains, among other things, a description of the physical path and the entities responsible 
for the power at certain points along the transactional physical path.  This information can be 
used to determine when energy has been imported into California and identify the entity that is 
responsible under the First Seller approach. 

Within the E-tag, a few pieces of existing information would be used and a few simple rules 
applied.

Rules:

1) In the section of the E-tag markets “Physical Path”, evaluate the column marked CA 
(Control Area).  If the source control area (the first control area listed in the table) is 
outside of California and the sink control area (the last control area listed in the table) is 
in California, then go to rule 2.  If this test is not true then the transaction is a flow-
through transaction and not evaluated for GHG impact under AB 32 

2) Utilize the Sched Entities (Scheduling Entities) column to identify the final time the 
transaction enters California.  On this row, the column marked PSE (Purchasing Selling 
Entity) will identify the First Seller. 

Note that the entities listed in these columns can be identified from the standardized identifiers 
utilized by NERC. 
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ASSN.
350 SPARKS STREET, STE. 809 
OTTAWA, ON K1R 7S8 
CANADA
R.06-04-009 

SHERYL CARTER 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

PHIL CARVER 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
625 MARION ST., NE 
SALEM, OR 97301-3737 
R.06-04-009 

Theresa Cho 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5207 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN 
STRATEGIC ENERGY, LLC 
2633 WELLINGTON CT. 
CLYDE, CA 94520 
R.06-04-009 
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AUDREY CHANG 
NATURAL RESOURCES DEFENSE COUNCIL 
111 SUTTER STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

CLIFF CHEN 
UNION OF CONCERNED SCIENTIST 
2397 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 203 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
R.06-04-009 

WILLIAM H. CHEN 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
ONE MARKET STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
R.06-04-009 

BRIAN K. CHERRY 
DIRECTOR REGULATORY RELATIONS 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
77 BEALE STREET, B10C 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94106 
R.06-04-009 

ED CHIANG 
ELEMENT MARKETS, LLC 
ONE SUGAR CREEK CENTER BLVD., SUITE 
250
SUGAR LAND, TX 77478 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN M. COHN 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 
SACRAMENTO MUNICIPAL UTILITY 
DISTRICT 
PO BOX 15830 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95852-1830 
R.06-04-009 

KENNETH A. COLBURN 
SYMBILTIC STRATEGIES, LLC 
26 WINTON ROAD 
MEREDITH, NH 3253 
R.06-04-009 

ALAN COMNES 
WEST COAST POWER 
3934 SE ASH STREET 
PORTLAND, OR 97214 
R.06-04-009 

LISA A. COTTLE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WINSTON & STRAWN, LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 39TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

RICHARD COWART 
REGULATORY ASSISTANCE PROJECT 
50 STATE STREET, SUITE 3 
MONTPELIER, VT 5602 
R.06-04-009 

BRIAN T. CRAGG 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN, MACBRIDE, SQUERI, RITCHIE & 
DAY 
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

HOLLY B. CRONIN 
STATE WATER PROJECT OPERATIONS DIV 
CALIFORNIA DEPARTMENT OF WATER 
RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
R.06-04-009 

SEBASTIEN CSAPO 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

RAYMOND J. CZAHAR, C.P.A. 
CHIEF FINANCIAL OFFICER 
WEST COAST GAS COMPANY 
9203 BEATTY DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95826 
R.06-04-009 

KARLA DAILEY 
CITY OF PALO ALTO 
BOX 10250 
PALO ALTO, CA 94303 
R.06-04-009 

THOMAS DARTON 
PILOT POWER GROUP, INC. 
9320 CHESAPEAKE DRIVE, SUITE 112 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
R.06-04-009 

KYLE L. DAVIS 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH, 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
R.06-04-009 

Matthew Deal 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
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RONALD F. DEATON 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 1550 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
R.06-04-009 

LISA DECARLO 
STAFF COUNSEL 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET MS-14 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

LISA M. DECKER 
CONSTELLATION ENERGY GROUP, INC. 
111 MARKET PLACE, SUITE 500 
BALTIMORE, MD 21202 
R.06-04-009 

PAUL DELANEY 
AMERICAN UTILITY NETWORK (A.U.N.) 
10705 DEER CANYON DRIVE 
ALTA LOMA, CA 91737 
R.06-04-009 

RALPH E. DENNIS 
DIRECTOR, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, STE 
2000
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223 
R.06-04-009 

LEONARD DEVANNA 
EXECUTIVE VICE PRESIDENT 
CLEAN ENERGY SYSTEMS, INC. 
11330 SUNCO DRIVE, SUITE A 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95742 
R.06-04-009 

BALDASSARO DI CAPO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

WILLIAM F. DIETRICH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DIETRICH LAW 
2977 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, 613 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94598-3535 
R.06-04-009 

TREVOR DILLARD 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD, MS S4A50 
RENO, NV 89520 
R.06-04-009 

THOMAS DILL 
PRESIDENT
LODI GAS STORAGE, LLC 
1021 MAIN ST STE 1500 
HOUSTON, TX 77002-6509 
R.06-04-009 

DANIEL W. DOUGLASS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
21700 OXNARD STREET, SUITE 1030 
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367 
R.06-04-009 

JASON DUBCHAK 
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL 
WILD GOOSE STORAGE, LLC 
1200 855 2ND STREET, S.W. 
CALGARY, AB T2P 4Z5 
CANADA
R.06-04-009 

KIRBY DUSEL 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670 
R.06-04-009 

PIERRE H. DUVAIR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 NINTH STREET, MS-41 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

HARVEY EDER 
PUBLIC SOLAR POWER COALITION 
1218 12TH ST., 25 
SANTA MONICA, CA 90401 
R.06-04-009 

KAREN EDSON 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

DENNIS M.P. EHLING 
KIRKPATRICK & LOCKHART NICHOLSON 
GRAHAM 
10100 SANTA MONICA BLVD., 7TH FLOOR 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
R.06-04-009 

SHAUN ELLIS 
2183 UNION STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 
R.06-04-009 
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SANDRA ELY 
NEW MEXICO ENVIRONMENT DEPARTMENT 
1190 ST FRANCIS DRIVE 
SANTA FE, NM 87501 
R.06-04-009 

NADAV ENBAR 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200 
BOULDER, CO 80302 
R.06-04-009 

STEVE ENDO 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER & POWER 
150 S. LOS ROBLES AVE., STE. 200 
PASADENA, CA 91101 
R.06-04-009 

SAEED FARROKHPAY 
FEDERAL ENERGY REGULATORY 
COMMISSION 
110 BLUE RAVINE RD., SUITE 107 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

DIANE I. FELLMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LAW OFFICES OF DIANE I. FELLMAN 
234 VAN NESS AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

Julie A Fitch 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
EXECUTIVE DIVISION ROOM 5203 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

MICHEL FLORIO 
ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
711 VAN NESS AVE., STE. 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

RYAN FLYNN 
PACIFICORP 
825 NE MULTNOMAH STREET, 18TH FLOOR 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
R.06-04-009 

Jamie Fordyce 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 5-B 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

ORLANDO B. FOOTE, III 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
HORTON, KNOX, CARTER & FOOTE 
895 BROADWAY, SUITE 101 
EL CENTRO, CA 92243 
R.06-04-009 

JONATHAN FORRESTER 
PG&E 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

KEVIN FOX 
WILSON SONSINI GOODRICH & ROSATI 
ONE MARKET STREET, SPEAR TOWER, 
3300
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
R.06-04-009 

MATTHEW FREEDMAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

NORMAN J. FURUTA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
FEDERAL EXECUTIVE AGENCIES 
1455 MARKET ST., SUITE 1744 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103-1399 
R.06-04-009 

MICHELLE GARCIA 
AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

LAURA I. GENAO 
ATTORNEY 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.06-04-009 

FIJI GEORGE 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
PO BOX 2511 
HOUSTON, TX 77252 
R.06-04-009 

Anne Gillette 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
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ANNETTE GILLIAM 
SCE LAW DEPARTMENT 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVENUE 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.06-04-009 

JULIE GILL 
EXTERNAL AFFAIRS MANAGER 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

Meg Gottstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 2106 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

HOWARD V. GOLUB 
NIXON PEABODY LLP 
2 EMBARCADERO CENTER, STE. 2700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

HAYLEY GOODSON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

MEG GOTTSTEIN 
ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGE 
PO BOX 210/21496 NATIONAL STREET 
VOLCANO, CA 95689 
R.06-04-009 

Jacqueline Greig 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4102 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

JEFFREY P. GRAY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP 
505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533 
R.06-04-009 

KAREN GRIFFIN 
EXECUTIVE OFFICE 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH STREET, MS 39 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

ANN G. GRIMALDI 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA STREET, 41ST FLOOR 
Center for Energy and Economic Development 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

YVONNE GROSS 
REGULATORY POLICY MANAGER 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
R.06-04-009 

ELSTON K. GRUBAUGH 
IMPERIAL IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST BARIONI BLVD. 
IMPERIAL, CA 92251 
R.06-04-009 

ELIZABETH W. HADLEY 
CITY OF REDDING 
777 CYPRESS AVENUE 
REDDING, CA 96001 
R.06-04-009 

JEFFREY L. HAHN 
COVANTA ENERGY CORPORATION 
876 MT. VIEW DRIVE 
LAFAYETTE, CA 94549 
R.06-04-009 

TOM HAMILTON 
MANAGING PARTNER 
ENERGY CONCIERGE SERVICES 
321 MESA LILA RD 
GLENDALE, CA 91208 
R.06-04-009 

PETER W. HANSCHEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MORRISON & FOERSTER, LLP 
101 YGNACIO VALLEY ROAD, SUITE 450 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596 
R.06-04-009 

ARNO HARRIS 
RECURRENT ENERGY, INC. 
220 HALLECK ST., SUITE 220 
SAN FRANCISCSO, CA 94129 
R.06-04-009 

JEFFERY D. HARRIS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 
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AUDRA HARTMANN 
980 NINTH STREET, SUITE 2130 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

ANITA HART 
SENIOR SPECIALIST/STATE 
REGULATORYAFFAIR 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193 
R.06-04-009 

KERRY HATTEVIK 
MIRANT CORPORATION 
696 WEST 10TH STREET 
PITTSBURG, CA 94565 
R.06-04-009 

LYNN HAUG 
ELLISON, SCHNEIDER & HARRIS, LLP 
2015 H STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95816 
R.06-04-009 

MARCEL HAWIGER 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK 
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

DAN HECHT 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 

RICHARD HELGESON 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA PUBLIC POWER 
AUTHORI 
225 S. LAKE AVE., SUITE 1250 
PASADENA, CA 91101 
R.06-04-009 

TIM HEMIG 
DIRECTOR 
NRG ENERGY, INC. 
1819 ASTON AVENUE, SUITE 105 
CARLSBAD, CA 92008 
R.06-04-009 

JOSEPH HENRI 
31 MIRAMONTE ROAD 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94597 
R.06-04-009 

CHRISTOPHER A. HILEN 
ASSISTANT GENERAL COUNSEL 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89511 
R.06-04-009 

DENISE HILL 
DIRECTOR 
4004 KRUSE WAY PLACE, SUITE 150 
LAKE OSWEGO, OR 97035 
R.06-04-009 

SETH HILTON 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
STOEL RIVES 
111 SUTTER ST., SUITE 700 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

GARY HINNERS 
RELIANT ENERGY, INC. 
PO BOX 148 
HOUSTON, TX 77001-0148 
R.06-04-009 

ALDYN HOEKSTRA 
PACE GLOBAL ENERGY SERVICES 
420 WEST BROADWAY, 4TH FLOOR 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 

J. ANDREW HOERNER 
REDEFINING PROGRESS 
1904 FRANKLIN STREET 
OAKLAND, CA 94612 
R.06-04-009 

GEORGE HOPLEY 
BARCLAYS CAPITAL 
200 PARK AVENUE 
NEW YORK, NY 10166 
R.06-04-009 

RANDY S. HOWARD 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, ROOM 921 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
R.06-04-009 

DAVID L. HUARD 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT, PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BOULEVARD 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
R.06-04-009 
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JOHN P HUGHES 
MANAGER, REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, STE. 2040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN HUHMAN 
MORGAN STANLEY CAPITAL GROUP INC. 
2000 WESTCHESTER AVENUE  
PURCHASE, NY 10577 
R.06-04-009 

TAMLYN M. HUNT 
ENERGY PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
COMMUNITY ENVIRONMENTAL COUNCIL 
26 W. ANAPAMU ST., 2/F 
SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101 
R.06-04-009 

CAROL J. HURLOCK 
CALIFORNIA DEPT. OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE. RM 300 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
R.06-04-009 

MICHAEL A. HYAMS 
POWER ENTERPRISE-REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS
SAN FRANCISCO PUBLIC UTILITIES COMM 
1155 MARKET ST., 4TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
R.06-04-009 

Judith Ikle 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4012 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

AKBAR JAZAYEIRI 
DIRECTOR OF REVENUE & TARRIFFS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. ROOM 390 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.06-04-009 

PETER JAZAYERI 
STROOCK & STROOCK & LAVAN LLP 
2029 CENTURY PARK EAST, SUITE 1800 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
R.06-04-009 

BRUNO JEIDER 
BURBANK WATER & POWER 
164 WEST MAGNOLIA BLVD. 
BURBANK, CA 91502 
R.06-04-009 

JOHN JENSEN 
PRESIDENT
MOUNTAIN UTILITIES 
PO BOX. 205 
PO BOX. 205 
KIRKWOOD, CA 95646 
R.06-04-009 

LEILANI JOHNSON KOWAL 
LOS ANGELES DEPT. OF WATER AND 
POWER 
111 N. HOPE STREET, ROOM 1050 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
R.06-04-009 

BRIAN M. JONES 
M.J. BRADLEY & ASSOCIATES, INC. 
47 JUNCTION SQUARE DRIVE 
CONCORD, MA 1742 
R.06-04-009 

MARC D. JOSEPH 
ADAMS BRADWELL JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., STE. 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
R.06-04-009 

Sara M. Kamins 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

EVELYN KAHL 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

CATHY A. KARLSTAD 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA EDISON COMPANY 
2244 WALNUT GROVE AVE. 
ROSEMEAD, CA 91770 
R.06-04-009 

JOSEPH M. KARP 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
WINSTON & STRAWN LLP 
101 CALIFORNIA STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-5802 
R.06-04-009 

SUE KATELEY 
EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR 
CALIFORNIA SOLAR ENERGY INDUSTRIES 
ASSN
PO BOX 782 
RIO VISTA, CA 94571 
R.06-04-009 
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ADAM J KATZ 
MCDERMOTT WILL & EMERY LLP 
600 13TH STREET, NW 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
R.06-04-009 

JAMES W. KEATING 
BP AMERICA, INC. 
150 W. WARRENVILLE RD. 
NAPERVILLE, IL 60563 
R.06-04-009 

CURTIS L. KEBLER 
J. ARON & COMPANY 
2121 AVENUE OF THE STARS 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90067 
R.06-04-009 

RANDALL W. KEEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MANATT PHELPS & PHILLIPS, LLP 
11355 WEST OLYMPIC BLVD. 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90064 
R.06-04-009 

CAROLYN M. KEHREIN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
1505 DUNLAP COURT 
DIXON, CA 95620-4208 
R.06-04-009 

ALEXIA C KELLY 
THE CLIMATE TRUST 
65 SW YAMHILL STREET, SUITE 400 
PORTLAND, OR 97204 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN KELLY 
INDEPENDENT ENERGY PRODUCERS ASSN 
1215 K STREET, SUITE 900 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814-3947 
R.06-04-009 

KHURSHID KHOJA 
ASSOCIATE 
THELEN REID BROWN RAYSMAN & 
STEINER
101 SECOND STREET, SUITE 1800 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
R.06-04-009 

KIM KIENER 
504 CATALINA BLVD. 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106 
R.06-04-009 

DANIEL A. KING 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET, HQ 12 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 

GREGORY KLATT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
411 E. HUNTINGTON DRIVE, STE. 107-356 
ARCADIA, CA 91006 
R.06-04-009 

JOSEPH R. KLOBERDANZ 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC 
PO BOX 1831 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92112 
R.06-04-009 

TARA KNOX 
AVISTA CORPORATION 
PO BOX 3727 
SPOKANE, WA 99220 
R.06-04-009 

STEPHEN G. KOERNER, ESQ. 
EL PASO CORPORATION 
2 NORTH NEVADA AVENUE 
COLORADO SPRINGS, CO 80903 
R.06-04-009 

GREGORY KOISER 
CONSTELLATION NEW ENERGY, INC. 
350 SOUTH GRAND AVENUE, SUITE 3800 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
R.06-04-009 

AVIS KOWALEWSKI 
CALPINE CORPORATION 
3875 HOPYARD ROAD, SUITE 345 
PLEASANTON, CA 94588 
R.06-04-009 

CATHERINE M KRUPKA 
MCDERMOTT WILL AND EMERY LLP 
600 THIRTEEN STREEET, NW 
WASHINGTON, DC 20005 
R.06-04-009 

LARS KVALE 
CENTER FOR RESOURCE SOLUTIONS 
PO BOX 39512 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94129 
R.06-04-009 
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Jonathan Lakritz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5020 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

STEPHANIE LA SHAWN 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

GERALD L. LAHR 
ABAG POWER 
101 EIGHTH STREET 
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
R.06-04-009 

MIKE LAMOND 
ALPINE NATURAL GAS OPERATING CO. #1 
LLC
PO BOX 550 
VALLEY SPRINGS, CA 95252 
R.06-04-009 

JOHN LAUN 
APOGEE INTERACTIVE, INC. 
1220 ROSECRANS ST., SUITE 308 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92106 
R.06-04-009 

Diana L. Lee 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

BRENDA  LEMAY 
DIRECTOR 
HORIZON WIND ENERGY 
1600 SHATTUCK, SUITE 222 
BERKELEY, CA 94709 
R.06-04-009 

MAUREEN LENNON 
CALIFORNIA COGENERATION COUNCIL 
595 EAST COLORADO BLVD., SUITE 623 
PASADENA, CA 91101 
R.06-04-009 

NICHOLAS LENSSEN 
ENERGY INSIGHTS 
1750 14TH STREET, SUITE 200 
BOULDER, CO 80302 
R.06-04-009 

JOHN W. LESLIE 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
LUCE, FORWARD, HAMILTON & SCRIPPS, 
LLP
11988 EL CAMINO REAL, SUITE 200 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130 
R.06-04-009 

DONALD C. LIDDELL, P.C. 
DOUGLASS & LIDDELL 
2928 2ND AVENUE 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92103 
R.06-04-009 

KAREN LINDH 
LINDH & ASSOCIATES 
7909 WALERGA ROAD,  NO. 112, PMB119 
ANTELOPE, CA 95843 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN G. LINS 
CITY OF GLENDALE 
613 EAST BROADWAY, SUITE 220 
GLENDALE, CA 91206-4394 
R.06-04-009 

GRACE LIVINGSTON-NUNLEY 
ASSISTANT PROJECT MANAGER 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

James Loewen 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
320 WEST 4TH STREET SUITE 500 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
R.06-04-009 

BILL LOCKYER 
STATE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, DEPT OF JUSTICE     
944255
SACRAMNETO, CA 94244-2550 
R.06-04-009 

JODY S. LONDON 
JODY LONDON CONSULTING 
PO BOX 3629 
OAKLAND, CA 94609 
R.06-04-009 

LAD LORENZ 
V.P. REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
601 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 2060 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 
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BARRY LOVELL 
15708 POMERADO RD., SUITE 203 
POWAY, CA 92064 
R.06-04-009 

ED LUCHA 
PROJECT COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000, MAIL CODE B9A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

FRANK LUCHETTI 
NEVADA DIV. OF ENVIRONMENTAL 
PROTECTION 
901 S. STEWART ST., SUITE 4001 
CARSON CITY, NV 89701 
R.06-04-009 

JANE E. LUCKHARDT 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
DOWNEY BRAND LLP 
555 CAPITOL MALL, 10TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

LYNELLE LUND 
COMMERCE ENERGY, INC. 
600 ANTON BLVD., SUITE 2000 
COSTA MESA, CA 92626 
R.06-04-009 

PHILIP D. LUSK 
WESTERN ELECTRICITY COORDINATING 
COUNCIL 
615 ARAPEEN DRIVE,SUITE 210 
SALT LAKE CITY, UT 84108-1262 
R.06-04-009 

MARY LYNCH 
VP - REGULATORY AND LEGISLATIVE 
AFFAIRS
CONSTELLATION ENERGY COMMODITIES 
GROUP 
2377 GOLD MEDAL WAY, SUITE 100 
GOLD RIVER, CA 95670 
R.06-04-009 

Jaclyn Marks 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5306 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

DOUGLAS MACMULLLEN 
CHIEF, POWER PLANNING SECTION 
CA DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., ROOM 356 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
R.06-04-009 

AMBER MAHONE 
ENERGY & ENVIRONMENTAL ECONOMICS, 
INC.
101 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 1600 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

ANNABELLE MALINS 
CONSUL-SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY 
BRITISH CONSULATE-GENERAL 
ONE SANSOME STREET, SUITE 850 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

DEREK MARKOLF 
CALIFORNIA CLIMATE ACTION REGISTRY 
515 S. FLOWER STREET, SUITE 1640 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
R.06-04-009 

CHRIS MARNAY 
1 CYCLOTRON RD MS 90R4000 
BERKELEY, CA 94720-8136 
R.06-04-009 

JULIE L. MARTIN 
WEST ISO COORDINATOR 
NORTH AMERICA GAS AND POWER 
501 WESTLAKE PARK BLVD. 
HOUSTON, TX 77079 
R.06-04-009 

MARTIN A. MATTES 
NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX & ELLIOTT, 
LLP
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

CHRISTOPHER J. MAYER 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95354 
R.06-04-009 

MICHAEL MAZUR 
CHIEF TECHNICAL OFFICER 
3 PHASES ENERGY SERVICES, LLC 
2100 SEPULVEDA BLVD., SUITE 38 
MANHATTAN BEACH, CA 90266 
R.06-04-009 

Wade McCartney 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 
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KEITH R. MC CREA 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SUTHERLAND, ASBILL & BRENNAN, LLP 
1275 PENNSYLVANIA AVE., N.W. 
WASHINGTON, DC 20004-2415 
R.06-04-009 

ANDREW MCALLISTER 
DIRECTOR OF OPERATIONS 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVE., SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
R.06-04-009 

RICHARD MCCANN PH.D 
M.CUBED
2655 PORTAGE BAY, SUITE 3 
DAVIS, CA 95616 
R.06-04-009 

BARRY F MCCARTHY 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
MCCARTHY & BERLIN, LLP 
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501 
SAN JOSE, CA 95113 
R.06-04-009 

KAREN MCDONALD 
POWEREX CORPORATION 
666 BURRAND STREET 
VANCOUVER, BC V6C 2X8 
CANADA
R.06-04-009 

MARY MCDONALD 
DIRECTOR OF STATE AFFAIRS 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

JEN MCGRAW 
CENTER FOR NEIGHBORHOOD 
TECHNOLOGY 
PO BOX 14322 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94114 
R.06-04-009 

BRUCE MCLAUGHLIN 
BRAUN & BLAISING P.C. 
915 L STREET, SUITE 1270 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

RACHEL MCMAHON 
CEERT
1100 11TH STREET, SUITE 311 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

BRIAN MCQUOWN 
RELIANT ENERGY 
7251 AMIGO ST., SUITE 120 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89119 
R.06-04-009 

ELENA MELLO 
SIERRA PACIFIC POWER COMPANY 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89520 
R.06-04-009 

DARYL METZ 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN S. MICHEL 
WESTERN RESOURCE ADVOCATES 
2025 SENDA DE ANDRES 
SANTA FE, NM 87501 
R.06-04-009 

KAREN NORENE MILLS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA FARM BUREAU FEDERATION 
2300 RIVER PLAZA DRIVE 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95833 
R.06-04-009 

MARCIE MILNER 
DIRECTOR - REGULATORY AFFAIRS 
SHELL TRADING GAS & POWER COMPANY 
4445 EASTGATE MALL, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92121 
R.06-04-009 

SAMARA MINDEL 
REGULATORY AFFAIRS ANALYST 
FELLON-MCCORD & ASSOCIATES 
9960 CORPORATE CAMPUS DRIVE, SUITE 
2000
LOUISVILLE, KY 40223 
R.06-04-009 

CYNTHIA MITCHELL 
ENERGY ECONOMICS, INC. 
530 COLGATE COURT 
RENO, NV 89503 
R.06-04-009 

Ed Moldavsky 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5125 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
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Rahmon Momoh 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4205 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

Harvey Y. Morris 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5036 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

Lainie Motamedi 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

DAVID L. MODISETTE 
CALIFORNIA ELECTRIC TRANSP. 
COALITION 
1015 K STREET, SUITE 200 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

WES MONIER 
STRATEGIC ISSUES AND PLANNING 
MANAGER
TURLOCK IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
333 EAST CANAL DRIVE, PO BOX 949 
TURLOCK, CA 95381-0949 
R.06-04-009 

ROGER C. MONTGOMERY 
VICE PRESIDENT, PRICING 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
R.06-04-009 

RONALD MOORE 
GOLDEN STATE WATER/BEAR VALLEY 
ELECTRIC
630 EAST FOOTHILL BOULEVARD 
SAN DIMAS, CA 91773 
R.06-04-009 

GREGG MORRIS 
DIRECTOR 
GREEN POWER INSTITUTE 
2039 SHATTUCK AVENUE, STE 402 
BERKELEY, CA 94704 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN MOSS 
SAN FRANCISCO COMMUNITY POWER 
COOP
2325 3RD STREET, SUITE 344 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120 
R.06-04-009 

Scott Murtishaw 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

PHILLIP J. MULLER 
SCD ENERGY SOLUTIONS 
436 NOVA ALBION WAY 
SAN RAFAEL, CA 94903 
R.06-04-009 

CLYDE MURLEY 
1031 ORDWAY STREET 
ALBANY, CA 94706 
R.06-04-009 

Richard A. Myers 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

SARA STECK MYERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
122  28TH AVENUE 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94121 
R.06-04-009 

JESSICA NELSON 
PLUMAS-SIERRA RURAL ELECTRIC CO-OP 
73233 STATE ROUTE 70, STE A 
PORTOLA, CA 96122-7064 
R.06-04-009 

SID NEWSOME 
TARIFF MANAGER 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90051 
R.06-04-009 

SEPHRA A. NINOW 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
R.06-04-009 

RICK C. NOGER 
PRAXAIR PLAINFIELD, INC. 
2711 CENTERVILLE ROAD, SUITE 400 
WILMINGTON, DE 19808 
R.06-04-009 
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RITA NORTON 
RITA NORTON AND ASSOCIATES, LLC 
18700 BLYTHSWOOD DRIVE, 
LOS GATOS, CA 95030 
R.06-04-009 

TIMOTHY R. ODIL 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE STREET, SUITE 200 
Center for Energy and Economic Development 
DENVER, CO 80202 
R.06-04-009 

ALVIN PAK 
SEMPRA GLOBAL ENTERPRISES 
101 ASH STREET 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 

LAURIE PARK 
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078 
R.06-04-009 

JOSEPH M. PAUL 
SENIOR CORPORATE COUNSEL 
DYNEGY, INC. 
2420 CAMINO RAMON, SUITE 215 
SAN RAMON, CA 94583 
R.06-04-009 

Joel T. Perlstein 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5133 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

CARL PECHMAN 
POWER ECONOMICS 
901 CENTER STREET 
SANTA CRUZ, CA 95060 
R.06-04-009 

NORMAN A. PEDERSEN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
HANNA AND MORTON, LLP 
444 SOUTH FLOWER STREET, NO. 1500 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90071 
R.06-04-009 

ROGER PELOTE 
WILLIAMS POWER COMPANY 
12736 CALIFA STREET 
VALLEY VILLAGE, CA 91607 
R.06-04-009 

JAN PEPPER 
CLEAN POWER MARKETS, INC. 
418 BENVENUE AVENUE 
LOS ALTOS, CA 94024 
R.06-04-009 

CARLA PETERMAN 
UCEI
2547 CHANNING WAY 
BERKELEY, CA 94720 
R.06-04-009 

COLIN PETHERAM 
DIRECTOR-REGULATORY 
SBC CALIFORNIA 
140 NEW MONTGOMERY ST., SUITE 1325 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105 
R.06-04-009 

ROBERT L. PETTINATO 
LOS ANGELES DEPARTMENT OF WATER & 
POWER 
111 NORTH HOPE STREET, SUITE 1150 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90012 
R.06-04-009 

PHILIP D. PETTINGILL 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

Paul S Phillips 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4101 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

GORDON PICKERING 
PRINCIPAL
NAVIGANT CONSULTING, INC. 
3100 ZINFANDEL DRIVE, SUITE 600 
RANCHO CORDOVA, CA 95670-6078 
R.06-04-009 

EDWARD G. POOLE 
ANDERSON DONOVAN & POOLE 
601 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 1300 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94108 
R.06-04-009 

JENNIFER PORTER 
POLICY ANALYST 
CALIFORNIA CENTER FOR SUSTAINABLE 
ENERGY 
8690 BALBOA AVENUE, SUITE 100 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123 
R.06-04-009 
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BRIAN POTTS 
Foley & Lardner 
150 East Gilman Street 
1497
MADISON, WI 53701-1497 
R.06-04-009 

RASHA PRINCE 
SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA GAS COMPANY 
555 WEST 5TH STREET, GT14D6 
LOS ANGELES, CA 90013 
R.06-04-009 

JJ PRUCNAL 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
R.06-04-009 

MARC PRYOR 
CALIFORNIA ENERGY COMMISSION 
1516 9TH ST., MS-20 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

BALWANT S. PUREWAL 
DEPARTMENT OF WATER RESOURCES 
3310 EL CAMINO AVE., LL-90 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95821 
R.06-04-009 

Kristin Ralff Douglas 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5119 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

BARRY RABE 
1427 ROSS STREET 
PLYMOUTH, MI 48170 
R.06-04-009 

STEVE RAHON 
DIRECTOR, TARIFF & REGULATORY 
ACCOUNTS 
SAN DIEGO GAS & ELECTRIC COMPANY 
8330 CENTURY PARK COURT, CP32C 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123-1548 
R.06-04-009 

TIFFANY RAU 
POLICY AND COMMUNICATIONS MANAGER 
CARSON HYDROGEN POWER PROJECT LLC 
ONE WORLD TRADE CENTER, SUITE 1600 
LONG BEACH, CA 90831-1600 
R.06-04-009 

JOHN R. REDDING 
ARCTURUS ENERGY CONSULTING 
44810 ROSEWOOD TERRACE 
MENDOCINO, CA 95460 
R.06-04-009 

DAVID REYNOLDS 
MEMBER SERVICES MANAGER 
NORTHERN CALIFORNIA POWER AGENCY 
180 CIRBY WAY 
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678-6420 
R.06-04-009 

JANILL RICHARDS 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL 
CALIFORNIA ATTORNEY GENERAL'S 
OFFICE 
1515 CLAY STREET, 20TH FLOOR 
OAKLAND, CA 94702 
R.06-04-009 

Steve Roscow 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

THEODORE ROBERTS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA GLOBAL 
101 ASH STREET, HQ 13D 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101-3017 
R.06-04-009 

GRANT ROSENBLUM, ESQ. 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

JAMES ROSS 
RCS, INC. 
500 CHESTERFIELD CENTER, SUITE 320 
CHESTERFIELD, MO 63017 
R.06-04-009 

Nancy Ryan 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5217 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

Pearlie Sabino 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 
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Jason R. Salmi Klotz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

RANDY SABLE 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATION 
5241 SPRING MOUNTAIN ROAD 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193 
R.06-04-009 

SAM SADLER 
OREGON DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY 
625 NE MARION STREET 
SALEM, OR 97301-3737 
R.06-04-009 

JUDITH B. SANDERS 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
CALIFORNIA INDEPENDENT SYSTEM 
OPERATOR 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

SOUMYA SASTRY 
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY 
PO BOX 770000 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94177 
R.06-04-009 

Don Schultz 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050 
RM. SCTO 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

JANINE L. SCANCARELLI 
FOLGER LEVIN & KAHN LLP 
275 BATTERY STREET, 23RD FLOOR 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

MICHAEL SCHEIBLE 
DEPUTY EXECUTIVE OFFICER 
CALIFORNIA AIR RESOURCES BOARD 
1001 I STREET 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95677 
R.06-04-009 

JENINE SCHENK 
APS ENERGY SERVICES 
400 E. VAN BUREN STREET, SUITE 750 
PHOENIX, AZ 85004 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN SCHILLER 
SCHILLER CONSULTING, INC. 
111 HILLSIDE AVENUE 
PIEDMONT, CA 94611 
R.06-04-009 

STEVEN S. SCHLEIMER 
DIRECTOR,COMPLIANCE & REGULATORY 
AFFAIRS
BARCLAYS BANK, PLC 
200 PARK AVENUE, FIFTH FLOOR 
NEW YORK, NY 10166 
R.06-04-009 

REED V. SCHMIDT 
VICE PRESIDENT 
BARTLE WELLS ASSOCIATES 
1889 ALCATRAZ AVENUE 
BERKELEY, CA 94703 
R.06-04-009 

DONALD SCHOENBECK 
RCS, INC. 
900 WASHINGTON STREET, SUITE 780 
VANCOUVER, WA 98660 
R.06-04-009 

BILL SCHRAND 
SOUTHWEST GAS CORPORATON 
PO BOX 98510 
LAS VEGAS, NV 89193-8510 
R.06-04-009 

CYNTHIA SCHULTZ 
REGULATORY FILING COORDINATOR 
PACIFIC POWER AND LIGHT COMPANY 
825 N.E. MULTNOMAH 
PORTLAND, OR 97232 
R.06-04-009 

LISA SCHWARTZ 
SENIOR ANALYST 
ORGEON PUBLIC UTILITY COMMISSION 
PO BOX 2148 
SALEM, OR 97308-2148 
R.06-04-009 

MONICA A. SCHWEBS, ESQ. 
 BINGHAM MCCUTCHEN LLP 
1333 N. CALIFORNIA BLVD. 
WALNUT CREEK, CA 94596 
R.06-04-009 

PAUL M. SEBY 
MCKENNA LONG & ALDRIDGE LLP 
1875 LAWRENCE STREET, SUITE 200 
DENVER, CO 80202 
R.06-04-009 
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BETTY SETO 
POLICY ANALYST 
KEMA, INC. 
492 NINTH STREET, SUITE 220 
OAKLAND, CA 94607 
R.06-04-009 

NORA SHERIFF 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

Sean A. Simon 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
AREA 4-A 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

KYLE SILON 
ECOSECURITIES CONSULTING LIMITED 
529 SE GRAND AVENUE 
PORTLAND, OR 97214 
R.06-04-009 

DAN SILVERIA 
SURPRISE VALLEY ELECTRIC 
CORPORATION 
PO BOX 691 
ALTURAS, CA 96101 
R.06-04-009 

KEVIN J. SIMONSEN 
ENERGY MANAGEMENT SERVICES 
646 EAST THIRD AVENUE 
DURANGO, CO 81301 
R.06-04-009 

DEBORAH SLON 
DEPUTY ATTORNEY GENERAL, 
ENVIRONMENT 
OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL 
1300 I STREET, 15TH FLOOR 
SACRAMENTO, CA 95814 
R.06-04-009 

Donald R Smith 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 4209 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

AIMEE M. SMITH 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
SEMPRA ENERGY 
101 ASH STREET HQ13 
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101 
R.06-04-009 

GLORIA D. SMITH 
ADAMS, BROADWELL, JOSEPH & CARDOZO 
601 GATEWAY BLVD., SUITE 1000 
SOUTH SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94080 
R.06-04-009 

RICHARD SMITH 
MODESTO IRRIGATION DISTRICT 
1231 11TH STREET 
MODESTO, CA 95352-4060 
R.06-04-009 

ROBIN SMUTNY-JONES 
CALIFORNIA ISO 
151 BLUE RAVINE ROAD 
FOLSOM, CA 95630 
R.06-04-009 

JEANNE M. SOLE 
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 
234
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 
R.06-04-009 

DARRELL SOYARS 
MANAGER-RESOURCE 
PERMITTING&STRATEGIC 
SIERRA PACIFIC RESOURCES 
6100 NEIL ROAD 
RENO, NV 89520-0024 
R.06-04-009 

JAMES D. SQUERI 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI RITCHIE & DAY 
LLP
505 SANSOME STREET, STE 900 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111 
R.06-04-009 

SEEMA SRINIVASAN 
ATTORNEY AT LAW 
ALCANTAR & KAHL, LLP 
120 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 2200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94104 
R.06-04-009 

F. Jackson Stoddard 
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION 
505 VAN NESS AVENUE 
ROOM 5040 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214 
R.06-04-009 

ANNIE STANGE 
ALCANTAR & KAHL 
1300 SW FIFTH AVE., SUITE 1750 
PORTLAND, OR 97201 
R.06-04-009 
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PATRICK STONER 
PROGRAM DIRECTOR 
LOCAL GOVERNMENT COMMISSION 
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